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ABSTRACT
Faculty Demographics Versus Expressed Opinions
Toward Selected Aspects of Unionism
A Case Study
Of the University of Massachusetts, Amherst
(February, 1982)
Charles F. Maher, B. Comm., St. Mary's University, Canada
M. B. A., Dalhousie University, Canada
M. S. B. A., University of Massachusetts
Ed.D., University of Massachusetts
This study profiled the unionized faculty at
University of Massachusetts, Amherst campus, to test
the principal hypothesis that there is no significant
relationship between the attitudes of the full-time
faculty at the university toward collective bargaining
and demographic variables of age, sex
,
rank, income,
race, and academic discipline. There were six other
sub-hypotheses tested.
A questionnaire was mailed to 1236 full-time
tenure track faculty at the Amherst campus. The quest-
ionnaire asked faculty to provide demographic information
vi
and to respond to a series of questions and statements
concerning the administration of the university, roles
in decision-making, unionism, and salaries.
Interviews were held with 38 selected members of
the faculty from all colleges, schools, and academic
departments. The purpose of the interviews was to
probe more deeply into certain areas, and to expand on
the points raised in the questionnaire.
The results of the questionnaire supported the
principal hypothesis that no significant relationship
existed between attitudes toward collective bargaining
and the demographic variables. Also supported was
sub-hypothesis (1):
There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
professors' perception that their discipline
is attracting fewer undergraduate and graduate
students.
There were mixed results from questions dealing with
sub-hypothesis (3) and no clear conclusions could be
drawn:
There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
professors' self-perception of involvement
in research.
vii
There is a shortage of graduate students, more
pronounced in some disciplines than in others, e. g.,
Chemistry, but on balance, it has not interfered
seriously with the practice of professors'
specialties.
The other sub-hypotheses were not supported by
the data and had to be rejected. We conclude
i
(2) Faculty minority members differ significantly
from other groups in their attitudes toward
collective bargaining.
(4) There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
professors' self-perception of good employment
opportunities providing job mobility.
(5) There is a significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
perceptions that power is drifting away from the
faculty and in favor of the administration,
and the State Legislature in Boston.
(6) There is a significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
professors' perceptions of fairness cf treatment
by the administration.
The term administration covers academic depart-
viii
/merits, deans, the central administration of the campus,
the President's office, and the statewide governing
board. Faculty responded both in the questionnaire
and the interviews that they were satisfied generally
with their departments and the administration by the
deans. However, they were less satisfied with the
central administration, and their feelings were stronger
against the President's office, state bureaucrats,
and legislators.
The results of the study showed that there is
support for unionism based on those who responded
and those interviewed. The Boston campus was not
included in the study, and the Worcester (Medical
School) is not faculty unionized. It is interseting
that the first referendum for faculty unionism in
1973 resulted in rejection of collective bargaining,
and it was not until 1977 that unionism was adopted
by the faculty at the Amherst and Boston campuses.
It was surprising that "bread and butter"
issues of pay and fringe benefits did not emerge from
the study as the dominant issues concerning faculty,
as might be expected given the traditional attraction
to unionism.
ix
Faculty who responded to the questionnaire and
those who were interviewed believed that the union
could not appreciably affect salaries because of
the power influenced by the legislature over the
institution’s funding. The central issues, as far as
those who responded represented the faculty, appeared
to bet
(1) Job security in the face of possible cutback
and, retrenchment
;
(2) The changing locus of decision-making as the
Commonwealth centralizes control over the management
of public higher education;
( 3 ) Treatment of faculty by the administration.
x
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CHAPTER I
THE RESEARCH PROBLEM
Introduction
This thesis studies selected demographic variables
of faculty members at University of Massachusetts, Amherst.
The body of the study involves profiling the unionized
faculty at the university, a major public higher education
research institution, in 1981. A profile of the faculty
vis-a-vis union attitudes has been prepared, and a
comparison made with faculty profiles created by earlier
researchers. The works of previous authors have been
examined and how they affect attitudes toward faculty
unions and the administration, and it may be possible to
verify or upgrade earlier theories. The university faculty
have experienced their first contract which expired on
June 30, 1980, and a new collective bargaining agreement
has been negotiated with the administration.
Background of the problem .
The movement toward collective bargaining in colleges
and universities was in response to faculty anxieties
over wages, benefits, job security, and creeping
managerialism, which faculty perceived as not being in
1
2their best interests. Garbarino (1973), Mortimer (1976),
Kemerer and Baldridge ( 1975 ) • Ladd and Lipset (1973),
among other scholars on the subject of unionism in academic
institutions, have followed the development of faculty
unions in both the public and private higher education
institutions. They report that economic hardship, fear
of layoff and retrenchment, dire predictions of falling
enrollment, unpopular administrative practices, and weak
leadership, can create situations which lead faculty to
perceive collective bargaining as a useful mechanism to
improve their overall position, or at least to prevent
it from deteriorating further.
The so-called "baby boom"
,
which had been responsible
for the outstanding growth in college and university
enrollment over a twenty-five year period, began to
secede as that generation born after World War Two passed
on into the work force, and the numbers of students
graduating from high schools and entering colleges and
universities began to stabilize in the mid-1970s. After
enjoying an unprecedented period of growth, declining
future enrollment in higher education institutions was
being projected. The U.S. Bureau of the Census in 1971
predicted that the population of the 18 to 21 year-olds
in the country would decline from approximately 17
million in 1980 to 13 million by 1995* Enrollment in
3colleges and universities could decline by as much as
twenty-five percent in this decade as a result of the
reduced population of traditional-age students.
The rapid growth of community colleges and the
overall increasing public capacity at lower cost to the
students have been a significant force in the develop-
ment of higher education in Massachusetts. This has had
an adverse effect on some private institutions, with at
least 12 closing down since 1970. Of these, eight were
two-year colleges, three were four-year religious
affiliated institutions, and one was a four-year non-
religious affiliated institution. One of the 12 was a
2
municipal junior college.
The predictions of declining enrollment together with
public attitude against increasing state expenditures
have led to pressures on state legislators to economize
on public higher education. State legislatures are under
pressure from the public to limit spending as the effects
of Proposition 13 in California, and recently Proposition
2-| in Massachusetts are felt at the legislative level.
There have been no layoffs at University of Massachusetts,
but it is reasonable to assume that if the state legis-
lature continues to hold the line on budget increases,
it may not be possible to continue without layoffs. The
4percentage of state budget appropriated for public
/ higher education in Massachusetts declined from seven
3
to five percent from 1975 to 1979 .
Faculty fear that local autonomy of public instit-
utions is being eroded through increased power of
4
statewide boards and demands by legislators. Garbarino
cites six areas where the position of various groups of
faculty have worsened since the close of the 1960s»
(1) Reduction in new positions for new entrants into
the faculty labor market and the opportunities of
established professors to advance by moving or
threatening to move.
(2) The rate of salary increases has slowed as the
need to raise entry level in order to attract the
best graduates dwindled.
(3) The rate of advancement through the salary structure
has lagged.
(4) The proportion of non-tenured faculty requiring
tenure has declined.
(5) Well-established faculty were threatened by pressures
to change working conditions and practices. For
example, attacks on tenure, increased working loads,
limits on income from outside activities, and other
restrictions tend to reduce faculty control of the
5work environment
.
(6) Professional employees lacking official faculty
ranking found their positions less secure.
We can also add that faculty in some disciplines
who resign from the institution, or retire, are not being
replaced. In some respects, employee mobility had served
as a substitute for unionism in the 1950s and 1960s because
faculty members who were unhappy in their positions could
^ move to other academic institutions as there was a strong
demand for professors in higher education. Prospects of
a falling demand for faculty in some disciplines, together
with a decline in real income compared to professionals
in other sectors, and non-professionals in industry and
government , have served to motivate many faculty to seek
means to protect their interests.
Abbott points out that if 1970-77 trends in academic
salaries and the poverty level persist "lower rank
American academicians may expect to enter the ranks of
the working poor in the eighties, and faculty in the
professor rank will receive an income in 2000 that compares
as well with the poverty threshold as assistant professors
at the present time"
.
Statement of the problem .
There are then serious problems facing faculty in
the 1980s. Major among these problems is erosion of
6purchasing power as faculty salaries fail to keep pace
with inflation and lag behind salaries in other profess-
\ ions. There is concern about the adequacy of levels of
? funding for public institutions and a fear of layoff
and retrenchment exists for some faculty. Supporters of
unionism believe that collective bargaining is the best
^ available alternative for faculty to achieve increased
economic benefits and a voice in university governance.
Traditional areas of governance which allowed input from
faculty at departmental level do not offer the protect-
ion enjoyed in the past because of the trend by the state
toward greater levels of centralization of control over
the management of public higher education. In Massachus-
etts, the creation of the Board of Regents to supercede
all other boards is seen as a tightening of control by
the state.
It may well be that the only hope for survival of
the collegial concept of governance lies in the organ-
ization of faculty unions, and negotiation of collective
bargaining agreements. Collective bargaining provides a
negotiated role for faculty in governance which is
written into the contract, and specifies faculty rights
on the many issues. One area of weakness in the Univers-
ity of Massachusetts first contract was the absence of a
retrenchment clause. The current contract has such a clause.
7It is correct to say that not all faculty perceive
unionism as a means to economic salvation. Unions have
been elected on campuses by narrow margins. The first
election for a faculty union at University of Massachusetts,
/
Amherst, resulted in a majority vote against unionism.
There are factors which serve to lessen interest in and
support for unionism. Among these factors are level
,
of household income, perceived opportunities for job
mobility, involvement in research and the ability to
attract research grants, high enrollment in undergraduate
and graduate programs in some disciplines, job security
through tenure, and perceptions that unionism in academe
is unprofessional. At the university, there are those
/
who believe that unionism offers no economic benefits
6
which could not have been achieved otherwise.
The mixed results from previous research indicates
that there is a need for further research in the area of
• faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining. The
purpose of this study is to try to discern faculty attitudes
to collective bargaining based on demographic profiles
of the faculty at the Amherst campus of the university.
The faculty have had the experience of one collective
/• bargaining agreement, and the second is in place. The
world has changed since the earlier study by Bryant
concerning the election of 1973 * Some of the changes
8that have taken place are unionization of the faculty*
the imposition of a three-year wage freeze by Governor
7Ai
Dukakis during his term of office; reorganization of
public higher education begun with the creation of a
Board of Regents as the first step; and the passing of
v Propsition 2£. This legislation limits the taxation of
real property to within percent of the market value
of the property.
The works of previous authors have been examined
r
and their theories compared with the results of this
study. The profile of the faculty at the Amherst campus
of the university has been compared with earlier profiles.
The study was restricted to the Amherst campus, and did
not include the Boston and Worcester campuses.
Statement of Hypotheses .
The principal hypothesis can be stated as followst
There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes of the full-time faculty at the
university toward collective bargaining and
demographic variables of age, sex, rank, income,
and academic discipline.
It can be argued that demographic variables do not
influence faculty attitudes to collective bargaining to a
significant degree, but that professors may be convinced
of the benefits to be derived by forming a union.
9They may perceive collective bargaining as a means to
achieve improved economic benefits, job security, and
the preservation of faculty input into decision-making
in the governance of the university. It can also be
« argued that professors favoring collective bargaining do
not all fit previous profiles, which suggested that pro-
ponents of faculty unionism come from the lower ranks, are
•from less-than-prestigious institutions, such as two-year
community colleges, are disenfranchised in some manner, or
are a combination of these and other variables, generally
not flattering. Other sub-hypotheses can be tested:
(1) There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes toward collective bargaining and professors'
perceptions that their discipline is attracting
fewer numbers of undergraduate and graduate students.
It is possible that some professors will feel threat-
ened because of the predictions of falling enrollment
in their discipline which could lead to a reduction in
faculty for some, and an increased work load for those
who remain. Their uneasiness may stem from a perception
that not only could work loads increase but their research
and the practice of their specialty may be inhibited
because of the smaller numbers of graduate students.
(2) Faculty minority members do not differ signif icantly
from other groups in their attitudes toward collect-
10
ive bargaining.
(3) There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes toward collective bargaining and profess-
ors' self-perception of involvement in research.
Professors who are heavily engaged in research,
especially in the natural sciences, may attract grants to
a greater extent than professors in other disciplines, and
may feel less threatened by external changes than other
faculty would feel. Also, they may have a sufficient
number of graduate students as research assistants, and
perceive that unionization cannot aid them to improve
their situation. They may believe that job opportunities
exist elsewhere in other academic institutions, or in
industry and government.
(4) There is no significant relationship between attitudes
toward collective bargaining and professors' self-
perception of good employment opportunities prov-
iding job mobility.
Faculty who believe that employment opportunities
exist elsewhere may feel less threatened than those who
rely solely on the university for employment.
(5) There is no significant relationship between attitudes
toward collective bargaining and perceptions that
power is shifting away from the faculty and in favor
of the administration in Boston, and the state
11
legislature in Boston.
Those who believe that faculty are losing their
traditional autonomy and are thus becoming more account-
able to the state through centralization of control of
the management of public higher education, may view
I
unionism as a means to enhance their role in decision-
making .
(6) There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and
<
professors' perceptions of fairness of treatment
by the administration.
The notion of fairness is very subjective. A person
judges fairness of treatment by comparing how others are
.
treated. To be treated fairly means to be receiving
equally with colleagues. This is not to say that prof-
essors' self-perception of fairness will match with the
facts. The important point is that a person's self-
perception of fairness, however subjective his views,
may influence attitudes toward collective bargaining.
Assumptions .
The University of Massachusetts, Amherst, a public
land-grant research institution, was chosen for the study.
The university faculty is unionized, and the bargaining
agent is the Massachusetts Society of Professors, an
affiliate of the Massachusetts Teachers Association.
12
which is an affiliate of National Education Association
(MSP; MTA ; NEA) . The MTA represents all of the faculty
from the segments of public higher education, with the
exception of Southeastern Massachusetts University (SMU).
In addition, MTA represents the teachers in the public
schools in the state. The first collective bargaining
agreement between the faculty union and the administration
expired on June 30, 1980, and was replaced with a new
7
agreement in February, 1981. The agreement is for a
three-year period from July 1, 1980.
A large part of the funding for the university
8
comes from the state treasury. Faculty in all public
higher education are concerned about the prospects
jc of cutback and retrenchment as state legislators grapple
with the problem of meeting the needs of the citizens
of the Commonwealth without having to resort to tax
increases. There is great concern on the part of many
educators for the quality of public higher education in
the state, if the leading public university is forced
to retrench. The ramifications of the creation of the
new Board of Regents are not yet clear, but it is
expected that the board will have wider powers than
/ its predecessor, the Board of Public Higher Education.
* The boards of trustees fox' the three segments of
13
public higher education, community and state colleges,
and the universities, have been abolished and replaced
by new trustees appointed by the Governor of
Massachusetts. Principal assumptions are*
1. If the results of the study are to be extended
to other public institutions, we would have to assume
that the university is typical of a large public research
institution conferring undergraduate, graduate, and
doctoral degrees.
2. Faculty in other public universities in Massach-
usetts and throughout the United States are experiencing
similar anxieties because of reduced purchasing power as
a result of inflation outpacing salary increases, budget
restraint arising from taxpayers' attitudes toward
reducing government expenditures, predictions of fall-
ing enrollment, and centralization of control of the
management of public higher education by the state.
3. Faculty attitudes toward collective bargaining at
the university will be typical of those of faculty in
other public universities.
Scope and limitations of the study .
Results will be valid to the extent that the
questionnaire used in the survey is a valid and reliable
14
instrument for finding attitudes and developing a demograph-
ic profile of the faculty at the Amherst campus. Inter-
views with selected faculty members were an additional
method of elaborating on the data gathered, and learning
new information. The questionnaires were mailed late
in November, 1980, and were returned in December and
January, 1981. The interviews were conducted at a later
date in March and April of 1981, and this was at a
time when the collective bargaining agreement was in
its final stages, and there was concern over whether
the legislature would fund the salary increases. The
faculty at a university are receiving questionnaires
fairly frequently and this tends to reduce the response
rate. Current issues, such as retrenchment clause in
* the contact, and the question of funding of the new
wage package can have an effect on the response.
Other weaknesses in the use of questionnaires,
include a reluctance on the part of some faculty to
complete surveys for fear of being identified. The issue
of faculty attitudes to collective bargaining is
sensitive to some degree. There may have been weakness-
es in the design of the survey instrument which were
/ not discovered at the time of field-testing. Approximate-
ly 33 percent of the questionnaires sent out were returned.
15
The faculty population consists of the full-time
faculty at the Amherst campus of the university for
purposes of this study. Part-time faculty were not
included because they are not in permanent positions,
and therefore, hold no tenure-track appointments.
No questionnaires were knowingly sent out to part-time
faculty.
Importance of the study .
Collective bargaining has become an important part
of the governance structure of many colleges and
universities in the United States. The accomplishment
of an academic institution's mission and goals requires
close cooperation and understanding of each other's
roles and responsibilities by faculty, administration,
and those at the state level who have a role in public
higher education. The more we understand collective
bargaining in the governance structure of an institution,
the greater are the chances of working toward achieving
/ success in terms of these missions and goals. This study
presents a demographic profile of faculty members at a
large public land-grant institution, and it compares the
profile with profiles from past research. An attempt
has been made to identify the perceptions of the faculty
vis-a-vis collective bargaining and the central issues
16
which faculty believe are important in the 1980s.
The study also attempts to discern if faculty attitudes
toward collective bargaining are stronger now than they
were three years ago when the first contract was signed,
or whether a majority of faculty perceive unionism,
/ or the MSP, as being ineffective in dealing with the
current problems which faculty face in a large public
research university.
Political and administrative issues .
The public attitude toward tax limitation is expect-
9
ed to confound existing problems. Mintner found that
the impact of specific tax limitation legislation of
the states will affect the fiscal state of the institutions.
Several states have enacted laws restricting taxes or
curbing public spending. Among these state are Massach-
usetts, Alabama, California, Missouri, Nevada, North
Dakota, and Texas. Mintner' s preliminary data shows that
two-year institutions have been the first to be affected
because they are more dependent on tax revenues, which
are the principal source of revenue to be reduced as a
result of tax limitation. We may conjecture that four-
year institutions would also feel the impact of tax
limitations as their budgets are dependent to a large
17
extent on state funds.
The far reaching effects of tax limitation, such as
Proposition 2^ in Massachusetts, are not yet apparent
but they are not expected to have an adverse effect on
the funding of public higher education. The public press-
ure for tax limitation extends to the federal level,
and President Reagan campaigned and was elected to the
presidency on a platform cutting government spending
and reducing taxes. Cuts will be made in funds for
higher education.
It is noteworthy that at a time when fears exist
of layoff and retrenchment in faculty positions and
programs, the number of administrators and staff support
10
is increasing. Gilmore found that the number of
administrators to faculty has increased from a ratio
of 1 for every 5 faculty members in 1972-73 to a ratio
of 1 and 4 in the academic year 1976-77* This trend can
serve to increase the feelings of job insecurity by
faculty, and may serve to influence their attraction to
activities such as unionism as a mechanism to try to
protect their interests or protect them from further
11
deterioration. Scott allows that one reason for the
increase in administrative and staff positions is the
large volume of reports and compliance with government
18
regulations which have been imposed on colleges and
universities in recent years arising out of the consumer
movement
.
There is a tremendous cost in dollars and manpower
12
in complying with government regulations. The trend
at the national level is toward deregulation. Starting in
1979* there has been deregulation of the airlines and
trucking industry. The plan by the Reagan government
to abolish both the departments of Energy and Education
is seen as both measures of cost-cutting and deregulation.
It can be argued that the additional administrative
and support staff are necessary to cope with the extra
burdens which collective bargaining imposes on an
institution. Negotiating the agreement requires special-
ists such as lawyers and labor experts, and managing
the agreement requires budget specialists and others
to handle personnel matters, especially grievances.
A counter argument is that specialists are only required
during negotiations for a new agreement, and when outside
arbitrators are required to settle a dispute.
It is to be expected that where collective bargaining
occurs in academic institutions, relations between faculty
and administration are formalized. There is a separation
of faculty and administrators at the bargaining table
in an employer-employee relationship. Faculty want the
right to evaluate themselves in a peer relationship,
and they are reluctant to agree to faculty performance
criteria being written into the agreement. On the other
hand, the administration expects to have some arrangement
whereby the faculty can be held accountable for maintain-
ing high standards in peer evaluation. Channing, Steiner,
13
and Timmerman in a community college study reported
that one trustee considered it to be the president's
responsibility to supervise sick leave and to ensure
the privilege was not abused. The board members viewed
the president as an ally and the faculty as the opposition
in situations of tough bargaining. The differentiation
continued beyond the bargaining sessions with the status
of the faculty diminishing in the view of the members of
the board of trustees.
The action by legislators to centralize control
over the management of public higher education by
<i
'
i
strengthening the powers of statewide boards may be
interpreted as an effort to make faculty more accountable.
Tightening control may be construed as identifying faculty
z in public institutions more in a category of civil
servants, which has a connotation of non-professional
status, although many professionals are in civil service.
20
The point of the matter is that the much-prized autonomy
of professors may be in jeopardy as a consequence of very
tight controls by a statewide regulatory agency, such as
14
the new Board of Regents in Massachusetts. Crossland
observed that the faculty of an institution, traditionally
considered to be the heart of an academic institution
and its collegial governor, has in recent years become
identified more as emplyees and treated as such. This
15
observation is in line with Bonham's opinion that
public higher education institutions are being seen as
another government department, and they are expected
to adhere to the same requirements as all other depart-
ments.
In contrast, there is the United States Supreme
Court decision that faculty at Yeshiva University, a
private institution, are essentially managerial employ-
ees, and as such they are not eligible to organize as a
union under the protection of the National Labor Relations
Act (NLRA), and be under the jurisdiction of the National
Labor Relations Board (NLRB)
.
Faculty salaries have not kept pace with those
16
paid in other professions. Hansen reports that despite
larger percentage increases in average faculty salaries
in the academic year 1979-80 than in any other year in
the decade, a net loss in purchasing power of 5*6 percent
21
was incurred. Hansen's analysis points out that faculty
V
have lost 20 percent of their purchasing power over the
17
last ten years. It is reasonable to assume that economic
benefits and job security issues relating to retrenchment
will be given high priority by faculty unions in
negotiating for new collective bargaining agreements.
Collective bargaining .
Collective bargaining by college and university
professors is a relatively new phenomenon to campuses in
the United States, with a short history of only twenty
years or so. To put the subject in perspective, it is
useful to consider it in three parts: a brief history
of the development of unionism in industry; the develop-
ment of faculty unionism; and the issues in faculty
collective bargaining in the 1980s.
Collective bargaining in industry .
The term "collective bargaining" originated in this
century, although unionism began long before 1900. The
Industrial Commission, created by Congress in I 898 ,
reported in 1902 in its final report that collective
bargaining "evidently describes quite accurately the
practice by which employers and employees in conference,
from time to time, agree upon the terms under which labor
18
.
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shall be performed". Federal legislation was passed in
22
1926 protecting collective bargaining in railroads. An
attempt was made in 1933 to extend the benefits enjoyed
by railroaders under unionism to employees generally
with the passing of the National Industrial Recovery
Act (NIRA). However, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled the
19
whole NIRA machinery invalid and subsequent legislat-
ion was passed for collective bargaining. This legislat-
ion was the National Labor Relations Act of 1935, which
became effective in a practical sense in 1937 when
the Supreme Court upheld its validity.
The NLRA guarantees unequivocally the right of
employees to form into unions and engage in union
activities, including strike action, without fear of
reprisal from employers. The NLRB is empowered to see
that the Act is enforced within the spirit of the law.
The passage of the Act had a revolutionary impact on
20
the growth of unionism in the private sector.
The important change brought about by collective
bargaining legislation under NLRA was that the collective
contract was given primacy over individual contracts.
The doctrine of individual freedom of contract in
previous years had been raised "by the Supreme Court
21
as a barrier to union activity." Under the NLRA, the
individual contracts could not be availed of the defeat
23
or delay procedures prescribed to collective bargaining
or to stall or exclude in any way the terms of the
22
collective agreement.
The growth of unionism advanced rapidly with the
validation of the NLRA by the Court in 1937, particularly
23
in the mass-production industries. This allowed
workers who were paid on an hourly or weekly basis
to join together to negotiate economic benefits and
better working conditions.
Professionals, including lawyers, doctors, engineers,
scientists, and professors, were in a different position
with respect to employment than were non-professionals,
and as such negotiated their own contracts with employers
on an individual basis. Professionals were looked upon
as management and thus were ineligible to unionize.
Faculty collective bargaining .
Collective bargaining in colleges and universities
by faculty began with the unionization of two-year
community colleges. The faculty at Henry Ford Community
College in Michigan was the first to be formally recogniz-
ed under law as a bona fide collective bargaining agent,
according to Howe. The college was also the first
academic institution whose faculty went on strike, and
in fact, it experienced two successive strikes in two years.
24
Faculty unionization has grown to the point where
there were 681 campuses on which faculty have adopted
25
unionism as of July 7» 1980 » and the number is growing.
There were 3»125 institutions of higher education in the
United States at that date, and of that number 1,660
were privately owned and operated, and 1,465 were public
institutions. Table 1 provides a summary of public
and private campuses, both four-year and two-year
institutions, which have faculty unionization, and
totals for institutions where faculty have rejected
unionization.
Some faculty hold the view that collective bargaining
does not belong in the governance structure of an
institution of higher learning because of the concept
of collegiality. The notion of collegiality according
to Millett (1962) embodies a belief that an academic
institution is a ”collegium , '
,
or a "community of
26
scholars" . The central theme in the concept of
collegiality is that there should be full participation
in the running of the institution by all members of the
academic community. Thus scholarly professionals co-operate
to make decisions in an atmosphere in which there is
little influence from bureaucratic officials.
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF INSTITUTIONS WHERE UNIONIZATION HAS BEEN
ACCEPTED AND REJECTED BY FACULTY
ACCEPTED:
4-YEAR CAMPUSES
PUBLIC PRIVATE TOTAL
2-YEAR
PUBLIC
CAMPUSES
PRIVATE TOTAL
GRAND
TOTAL
170 83 253 415 13 428 681
BARGAINING REJECTED:
25 40 65 14 3 17 82
SOURCE: The Chronicle of Higher education: July 7, 1980,
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Issues in faculty collective bargaining.
The scope of bargaining historically in trade unions,
and in unions representing public employees, has tended
to revolve around "bread and butter" issues, namely,
wages and benefits. On balance, the same can be said for
bargaining in colleges and universities, both public
and private. It is difficult to prove whether faculty
salary increases are greater in unionized institutions
compared to non-unionized institutions because of the
difficulty in comparing statistically such institutions.
2?
Birnbaum concluded that changes in compensation at
specific institutions and categories of institutions,
may be more reflective of other factors, such as unique
histories or situations, regional location, general
economic conditions, or the changes of legislative attitude
toward the funding of higher education, than of whether
or not an institution is involved in collective bargaining.
It may be argued also, that in some cases the
administration has granted across-the-board salary increases
as a strategy to head off or slow down efforts on behalf
of the faculty to organize a union. Such an argument
may be difficult to support because the reason usually
given by the administration for the salary increase was
27
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to adjust for increases in the cost of living.
The major unions involved with collective bargain-
ing in higher education are: National Education Association
(NEA); American Federation of Teachers (AFT), an
affiliate of AFL-CIO; and the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP). These organizations have
committed large sums of money in an attempt to organize
faculty. Bargaining agents on campus are unsually
affiliates of the major unions. Table 2 is an expanded
version of Table 1, and it provides a summary of the
organizations representing faculty in unionized institutions.
There are three issues which are expected to dominate
negotiations of collective bargaining agreements in these
times: economic benefits, job security, and governance.
Job security relates to the problem of retrenchment, and
it can include the retraining of faculty who have been
laid off because of a cut in programs due to low enrollment,
or as a result of financial exigency. The retrenchment
clause which pleases all faculty may be difficulty to
achieve. In the agreement between the university and
MSP, there is a clause, but none existed in the first
contract
•
In the normal course of retrenchment, it is expected
that tenured faculty would be the last to be laid off.
28
TABLE 2
Public Private Total Public Private Total
AAUP 23 31 54 9 1 10
AFT 74 26 100 136 6 142
NEA 52 16 68 231 5 236
AAUP-AFT 14 0 14 0 0 0
AAUP-NEA 2 0 2 7 0 7
INDEPENDENT
AND OTHER 5 10 15 32 1 33
Total 170 83 253 415 13 428
SOURCE: Chronicle of Higher Education, July 7 , 1980
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However, it could be that tenured faculty in some
disciplines may have such low enrollment as to require
cancellation of their courses, or even elimination of
whole programs from the curriculum. In such circumstances,
^tenure may not be sufficient to prevent loss of employ-
ment. Thus important issues are:
(1) What is to be the process used in selecting programs
for curtailment?
(2) How are faculty selected for layoff?
(3) Who makes the decision to lay off a faculty member?
(4) Does the administration have to defend its decision
to retrench?
(5) Is there any program established for re-training
of faculty members who are retrenched?
(6) What is the procedure to be followed when job
openings occur in the future?
(7) What benefits are available to help soften the
blow when a faculty member is retrenched?
(8) Does a faculty member who is re-hired have the
same rank and benefits as before?
The issues of economic benefits, job security, and
governance are interrelated. In the public institutions,
the administration may agree to salary and benefit levels
but find that the budget appropriation by the state
legislature is less than requested to fund the wage
package agreed to in the collective bargaining agreement.
The legislature approves the funds for public higher educat-
ion, but collective bargaining negotiations take place
between the administration and the union. This is a
problem for the union, who would prefer to negotiate
direct with the employer which is the state rather
than the administration. It is not yet clear what will
be the role of the Board of Regents in the collective
bargaining process.
The problem of scarce resources in public higher
education will have an impact on the programs which
can be offered in a public university. There is bound
to exist a fear on the part of some faculty whose discip-
lines are experiencing a continual decline in enrollment
that some programs may have to be cut resulting in a
surplus of faculty. This is a sensitive area because it
involves both job security and quality of education.
Thus, these are related. A decision to eliminate a
program may be seen as regressive in terms of quality
of education, while at the same time the fate of the
faculty member(s) involves job security. Traditionally,
faculty have had important influence in such matters
involving academic programs, and such influence is
31
considered "to be "the heart of the collegial process of /
governance in a university. Many senior faculty members
fear that the moves to centralize the management of
public higher education in Massachusetts will reduce the
influence of faculty in program decisions, and increase
28
^ the input by external parties at the state level.
Thus decisions may be made by those removed from the
university and without having complete infromation.
Academic institutions have enjoyed outstanding
growth over the past twenty-five years since the end
of the Second World War and up to the early 1970s.
Problems of layoff and retrenchment were not encount-
ered. Instead, expansion of programs, increased numbers
of faculty with terminal degrees, and expansion of
facilities to accomodate ever-increasing enrollment
were the problems to be solved. Today's environment,
which can be characterized as one of scarce resources,
make it more difficult to experience collegial style of
governance than may have been the case in the past in
some institutions.
The issue of job security is an economic issue
and within the sphere of influence of the union. The
issue of eliminating or reducing academic programs should
have the input of the faculty who have had the influence
32
traditionally in academic matters. In a university, the
faculty senate would be expected to exercise influence
in such academic matters. However, program review may
impinge on job security because of a possible layoff
X faculty, and this comes within the responsibilities
of the union because it is an economic issue. Therefore,
cooperation between the administration, the union, and the
faculty senate is needed if the collegial process is
to be observed. It could be that such issues are decided
by an external agency such as the Board of Regents, or
by the legislature through the budgeting process.
Thus governance of a large university is complicated,
and traditional theories have to be re-examined in the
light of new research to account for the real process
that takes place.
The faculty senate is considered to be that body
^ which represents the faculty in academic areas, although
it is an advisory body only and without power. Having no
real power except that given to it by the administration,
tends to lessen the influence of the senate in serious
issues. The union will negotiate on job security issues.
It may be that the administration would prefer to have
the faculty senate deal with such matters because in having
no real powers, the senate is acting in its true role
33
of advisor and this leaves the administration a lot of
latitude in decision-making.
These issues and others serve to surface questions
about the relationship between the union and the Faculty
Senate. The concept of dual-track bargaining assumes
that the Faculty Senate should be responsible for those
areas involving academic issues, and that the union
should represent the faculty on economic issues. The scope
of the union concerns, however, is continually expanding,
and more contracts are containing more items that were
29
once the province of senates, according to Andes.
Teaching load, class size, selection of administrators
and matters relating to faculty by-laws and policies,
were noted by Andes as increasing when checked against
contracts. The data showed showed that the contracts anal-
30
yzed essentially deal with working conditions. Begin
reminds us that the governance structure before collect-
ive bargaining is introduced will provide insight into
the governance after an agreement is signed. However,
changing times and economic circumstances, and institut-
ional leadership will be important variables, not to
mention the increasing role of the state government in
public higher education. These issues and others will be
further discussed in Chapter II, the literature review.
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CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE
A search of the literature disclosed that there is
a fairly extensive and growing body of published and
unpublished research relating to governance issues and
collective bargaining in colleges and universities.
Topics include negotiating the collective bargaining
agreement, managing the agreement, grievances procedure,
administration and faculty rights, and increased
attention to job security issues relating to layoff and
retrenchment. There appears to be less published research
dealing with the attitudes which faculty hold toward
collective bargaining, and in what manner their attitudes
impact on the decision by faculty to vote for or against
unionism on campus. Governance issues provide a rationale
for the questions asked both in the survey and in the
interviews with faculty members.
Bryant (1978) reported on how faculty at University
of Massachusetts, Amherst, reacted to a collective
bargaining election which was held in November, 1973*
In that election, the majority of those faculty members
who voted were not in favor of unionization of the
1
faculty by a margin of 208 votes:
37
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Pro-union votes
Anti-union votes
Challenged votes
Voided ballots
Total Ballots
A subsequent election was held in 1977, including
the faculty at the Boston Campus, and the majority voted
for unionization of the faculty. The votes in that election
were not tabulated by campus and thus it was not possible
to compare the two elections for the Amherst campus.
Bryant found that "in the absence of major campus
issues involved in a collective bargaining election, the
predisposition and socialization, or political culture of a
faculty member rather than his or her achieved status will
2
be more influential in determining voting behavior." Thus,
she noted that none of the demographic data gathered from
her sample of seventy-six professors from among the faculty
could predict how faculty would vote in an election to
decide whether or not they should be unionized. Attitudes
can change in time as faculty perceive certain issues
as becoming important in terms of faculty well-being.
The majority of faculty voted for unionism in second
election of February, 1977* and Bryant believes that
510
718
174
2
1 ,404
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the prevailing situation then was different from that
of 1973 1 and precipated the move toward collective barg-
3
aining.
The issues in 1977 seemed to revolve around the
activites of the office of the President; the increased
influence of the governor's office on the university's
budget; the wage freeze referred to earlier; and increased
bureaucratization. However, there is no published research
to substantiate these conjectures. Suffice it to say that
the move toward collective bargaining was perceived by
the faculty to be the best alternative option open as
a necessary addition to the governance structure to
help protect the interests of the faculty.
The attraction of unionism is that it promises
improved economic benefits and better working conditions
through group action under the legal protection offered
by state laws which permit public employees to organize.
(Faculty in private academic institutions are protect-
ed under NLRA as discussed in Chapter I). Essentially,
unionism promises either an improved standard of living
or at least a mechanism for preventing professors'
overall position from deteriorating further. If one's
standard of living is threatened, then attitudes favorable
to collective bargaining are likely to develop as unionism
40
is perceived as a viable alternative to the status quo*
Previous surveys *
Ladd and Lipset (1973) analyzed data collected in
surveys sponsored by the Carnegie Commission and the
American Enterprise Institute for Public Policy Research.
The two surveys were conducted in 1969 and 1972. The
1969 survey encompassed a much larger population than
the later survey of 1972, as the latter excluded faculty
employed in two-year institutions in contrast to the
earlier survey. Ladd and Lipset noted that in the 1969
findings, 59 percent of all academics surveyed endorsed
the principle "that the recent growth of unionization of
college and university faculty is beneficial and should
6
be extended". Forty-four percent of the respondents
disagreed with that statement, and another thirteen
percent were uncertain. The exclusion of the faculty
in two-year institutions may be conjectured as a
negative factor in the study, since fauclty in such
institutions were considered to have a tendency to support
7
unionization in academe. We have observed since, that
a large number of faculty in four-year institutions
have embraced unionism, judging by the number of colleges
and universities with unionized faculty as outlined in
41
Chapter I.
Ladd and Lipset concluded that "faculty employed
in the lower tier of academe- in terms of scholarly
prestige, financial resources, and economic benefits-
and those who are in the lower ranks, lack tenure, and who
are younger, are more likely to favor organized collect-
8
ive action". Professors with liberal to left leanings
were viewed as being more pro-union than their conservative
colleagues.
Mikell (1978) studied the attitudes of faculty and
administrators toward collective bargaining at California
State University and College System (CSUF) during the
period when unionism was being considered by the faculty.
His results showed there were significant relationships
between collective bargaining and demographic variables
such as age, marital status, year appointed to faculty,
9
political social views, and academic disciplines.
There was a significant difference between favorable
attitudes of administrators, department chairpersons,
and faculty, on how each group would vote in a collective
bargaining election. Mikell concluded that collective
bargaining might provide for a greater degree of job
satisfaction. This aspect will be discussed in Chapter
•III as it bears on the reasons behind the methodology.
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The Nature of Organizations
We study peoples' attitudes and beliefs to try to
determine how these characteristics influence their
decisions toward work, pay, job satisfaction, motivation,
and other important factors in organizational settings,
including in the past twenty-five years collective
bargaining in higher education institutions. This study
is directed toward establishing a faculty demographic
profile with respect to unionism in a large public
research university.
It is not easy to define the word "organization”.
March and Simon (1958) authored Organizations , a widely
referenced text. They believed that it is "easier and
probably more useful to give exapmles of formal
10
organizations than to define the term." Porter, Lawler
,
and Hackman (1975) presented a summary set of 5 fundament-
al characteristics of organizations. Organizations are:
1. Who: composed of individuals and groups.
2. Why: in order to achieve certain goals and
objectives
.
3 . and 4 .
:
How: by means of differentiated functions that are
intended to be rationally coordinated and directed.
5. When: through time on a continuous basis.
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Organizations then are social entities in which
people take part and react. Organizations are social
instruments set up to do something. They use some means
to accomplish their objectives, and finally there is
in many cases the continuity through time.
Colleges and universities are engaged in teaching,
research, and public service. These functions are carried
out by professionals from a wide range of disciplines
depending on the mission and goals of the institution,
its size, and the scope of its research facilities.
There are many other functions to be performed in academic
institutions besides those described, but they are in
essence supportive of these operations of teaching,
research, and public service. These three are the raison
d'etre for colleges and universities from both an historic
and modern perspective. Academic institutions are organ-
ized so that these functions which are considered vital
to the survival and progress of civilization can be
accomplished
.
There is much discussion and debate among organizat-
ional theorists and practitioners as to what type of
organizational structure is best suited to coordinate
the many activities in an academic institution toward
carrying out its mission and accomplishing its goals.
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Max Weber (1946), the German sociologist, is considered
to be the principal scholar on the concept of bureaucracy.
There is much controversy in academe about the value of
~i the bureaucratic model as a concept of governance for
colleges and universities. Millett ( 1962 ), and Baldridge
( 1971 ) » and other current scholars on the subject of the
governance models of higher education institutions
/ consider the collegial model of shared governance among
equals, and the political model as being more appropriate.
The political model is patterned after the governance
of political systems. The collegial and political models
are less rigid in form, and are more consultative and
^ more participative in areas of decision-making than is
the bureaucratic concept. Two other models are mentioned
in the literature, the "compound system", developed by
Helsabeck (1973), and the adversarial model, which is
generally considered as the concept under which collect-
ive bargaining usually takes place in industrial settings.
The Bureaucratic Model
The common notion of bureaucracy is one of rigid
conformity with rules and regulations, emphasis on
administrative efficiency, and a great deal of red tape.
The term "bureaucracy" is often used very loosely. Weber
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(1947) believed that a bureaucracy was the most efficient
form an organization could take. He described such
characteristics of a bureaucracy as tenure, appointment
to office, and competency as the basis for promotion.
Some scholars, among them Herbert Stroup ( 1966 ), claim
that the bureaucratic model can be used to more fully
understand college and university governance. There is
agreement with Stroup’s opinion when one considers the
similarities between the charactersitics of a bureaucracy
and the governance of colleges and universities:
(1) competence is the criterion used for appointment,
(2) officials are appointed not elected;
(3) salaries are fixed and paid directly by the
institution rather than determined in free-fee style;
(4) rank is recognized and respected;
(5) the career tends to be exclusive, little other
work is done;
(6) security for the individual exists by virtue of
a tenure system;
(7) the style of life is centered around the
institution;
(8) personal and organizational property are separated.
Perrow (1970) points out that every organization
of any significant size is bureaucratized to some degree,
46
or "to put it differentially, exhibits more or less
stable patterns of behavior based upon a structure of
roles and specialized tasks. Bureaucracy, in this sense,
11
is another word for structure."
Stillman (1976) feels that a great deal of Weber's
analysis of bureaucracy was concerned with its historic-
al development. The growth in bureaucracy was in response
to society's need to get things done, such as roads to be
built, students educated, taxes collected, wars to be
fought, and justice dispensed. Perrow argues that the
ideal organization does not exist, and one reason he
advances is that the people who perform organizational
tasks must be sustained by factors outside the
organization. People must fulfill other social roles
besides those in the organization, and these can
influence the manner in which they perform in the
12
organization, and importantly their attitudes to it.
Bureaucracy involves a hierarchy of decision-making
with decisions being made at the top by the head of the
organization whether that individual be the president
of a college, president of a business firm, or a director
of a government agency. The decisions are handed down
on the basis of a flow of information, and they should
be carried out. Similarly, all information should flow
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in an upward direction to the head of the organization.
The keystones to an operating or functioning bureaucracy
are the division of labor, hierarchical order, and
impersonal rules. These are three of Weber's most
important attributes of a bureaucracy. An individual's
rank is determined by the office held and not by the
level of expertise attributed to the person holding
the office. Participation in the decision-making process
is not a normal condition of a bureaucracy, although
it can be included at the discretion of the head of
the organization.
It is common practice for organizations to form
committees to study problems and recommend solutions.
However, these groups are generally in an advisory
role only with the actual decision-making reserved for
the head of the organization.
It is recognized that the concept of bureaucracy
is well-suited for routine decision-making. The size
of the organization is also an important factor because
as an organization grows bigger, the farther away the
head of it becomes from the body, and the head can then
be out of touch with the problems that exist at the lower
levels. According to Weber, reduction of friction and
48
of material and personal costs these are raised to
the optimum point in the strictly bureaucratic admin-
istration As compared with all collegiate, honor-
ific, and avocational forms of administration, trained
13
bureaucracy is superior over all these points".
In routine decision-making, it is assumed that
most of the work is repetitive, and has to do with an
ongoing organization where important changes in policy
and direction are given from above, and where emphasis
is on routine work rather than a changing set of circum-
stances requiring much expertise and decisions based
on knowledge. The vast majority of decisions in an
academic institution are routinely handled.
Baldridge (1971) reviews the most prominent elements
14
of a bureaucracy in colleges and universities as follows:
(a) The university is a complex organization chartered
by the state similar to other bureaucracies, and as such
it is a "corporate legal person" with public respons-
ibilities.
(b) The university has a formal hierarchy, with offices
and a set of bylaws that specify the relations between
offices
.
(d) There are definite bureaucratic authority relations
with some officials exercising authority over others.
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(e) Formal policies and rules exist that govern much
of the institution’s work} the library regulations,
budgetary guidelines, and procedures of the university
senate are all parts of the system of regulations that
hold the university together and control its work.
(f) Bureaucratic elements are apparent to students in
the "people-processing" aspects of record- keeping,
graduation requirements, and other routine day-to-day
activities.
Weber's theoretical analysis of organization led
him to a concept of the ideal type of bureaucracy. He
viewed it as an idealization because of his belief that
it had certain advantages over other organizational
forms. All large-scale, complex organizations have the
characteristics that Weber attributed to bureaucracy,
and they vary in degree according to the individual
organization
.
The Collegial Model
Blau (1973) recognized that colleges and universities
have some bureaucratic characteristics such as formal
division of labor, an administrative hierarchy, and a
clerical apparatus. However, he did not observe other
bureaucratic attributes such as direct supervision of
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the work of the major group of employees, the faculty.
There is general agreement among social scientists that
the faculty are professionals. Organizational theorists
argue that professionals do not work well in an organ-
ization where decision-making structure is hierarchical.
The principal reason seems to he that decisions are based
on power derived from the office and not due to the
expertise of the officeholder.
The collegial model of governance is based on the
concept of an academic institution as a "collegium"
or "community of scholars". There appear to be three
themes in the literature which are based on the concept
of the university being operated or functioning as a
"community of scholars". The first argues that colleges
and universities are different from other organizations,
and consequently academic decision-making should not be
similar to the hierarchical processes evident in other
15
bureaucracies. One reason for this difference from
other organizations is that the goals of the university
are not clear as are the goals of other organizations.
The goal of a business organization is to make profit;
hospitals and health organizations work toward restoring
persons to health or preventing illness; government
departments and agencies provide services in implementing
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the laws; and prisons work toward rehabilitating those
who have become incarcerated.
The goals of colleges and universities are not
often as clear as those in other organizations. They are
generally vague and ambigious resulting in conflict and
uncertainty over those goals. Decision structures have
to deal with such an environment. Cohen and March (197*0
concluded that when an effort is made to generate norm-
ative statements of the goals of the university there
was a tendency to produce goals that are meaningless
or dubious.
Gross and Grambsh (197*0 analyzed the goals of
faculty and administrators in a large group of univers-
ities. There were 47 goals listed and both faculties
and administrators considered every one to be import-
ant. The results are shown in Table 3» It is interest-
ing to note that academic freedom ranks first on the
list. Academic freedom is related to the concept of the
/ faculty as professionals, and is prized in an academic
setting.
The second theme concerns the "professional"
authority of the faculty. There is a difference between
the competence derived from holding an office in a
bureaucracy and the ability to perform tasks. Parsons
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(19^7) refers to these competencies as "official
competence," and "technical competence." Official
competence refers to the official position or office,
and technical competence is based on skill and knowledge.
Analogous to these concepts are those of "legitimate
power," and "expert power." Legitimate power stems
from holding an office that carries with it authority
over others on the part of the officeholder. On the other
hand, expert power is derived from a person's level of
knowledge or expertise.
Professionals organized in a bureaucracy tend to
develop a different sort of structure from that which
is characteristic of the bureaucratic structure. They
move away from a rigid hierarchy of status and authority
to what amounts to a company of equals. This is not to
suggest that rank does not exist, but that it is based
on levels of expertise and not on titles attached to
offices unless those titles denote a level of professional
knowledge and competence. Even then the officeholder
must demonstrate his level of knowledge or he will not
earn the respect of his peers.
Research has shown that in organizations employing
many professionals, normal patterns of superior-
subordinate authority have a tendency to break
"Is
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
53
TABLE 3
OF THE GOALS OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES
Goal "Should"
Academic freedom 1 /
University prestige 11
Top quality importance 7
Ensure confidence 26
Keep up to date 6
Train scholarship 2
Pure research 16
Top quality all 4 -
Maintain favorable appraisal 34
Ensure university goals 9
Disseminate ideas 5 -
Applied research 30
Student careers 32
Student intellect 3
Hold our staff 18
Community cultural leadership 28
Student inquiry 10
Encourage graduate work 27
Preserve heritage 20
Student good citizens 14
Well rounded students 17
Maximize opportunity 25
Student objectivity 8 ^
Keep costs down 35
Faculty university government 19
Reward professors 21
Student activities 43
Student success 33
Run university demonstrations 22
Affect student permanence 15
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TABLE 3
RANKING OF THE GOALS OF AMERICAN UNIVERSITIES
Goal
"Should"
31 Assist citizens 36
32 Just reward institution 13
33 Develop pride in university 23
34 Satisfy area needs 42
35 Maintain balance of quality 31
36 Will of the faculty 24
37 Special training 38
38 Student character 12
39 Education to utmost 37
40 Accept good students only 39
41 Student political rights 40
42 Develop faculty loyalty 29
43 Keep harmony 4l
44 Undergraduate institution 44
45 Student university government 46
46 Present character 47
47 Student taste 45
Sources E.Gross and P.V.Grambsh. Changes in University
Organization, 1964-1971* New Yorks Mc-Graw-Hill Book
Company, 1974.
down. Hinds (197*0 research shows that authority relat-
ions in a university are highly dependent on the inter-
action among colleagues, and not predominantly determined
by the administrative hierarchy of the institution.
High professionalism, based on expert knowledge, leads
to authority relationships which are horizontal and
dominated by peer relationships. In contrast, official
competence, characterized by the authority which comes
with the office results in vertical relationships in
a superior-subordinate dimension which is typical of the
bureaucratic decision-making structure.
The Labor Management Relations Act of 19*+7 defines
"professional employee" im terms of the work to be
16
done and an employee’s education.
There are many faculty who decide to leave the
teaching profession to take up positions in the admin-
istration of colleges and universities. There are varied
reasons for their change in careers, such as opportunity
to increase income, disillusionment with teaching and
research, and a desire to increase one's rank and status.
The growth in bureaucracy in educational institutions
over the last twenty years has created the need for
professionals in higher education administrative posit-
ions. New positions have been created requiring the
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expertise of lawyers, finance specialists, systems
management specialists, labor relations experts, and
collective bargaining specialists. Of late, the role
of the public relations specialist has become an import-
ant function in colleges and universities as moves
are made to attract more students in the light of
competition for new students as enrollment shows signs
of decline.
-
One of the principal causes attributed by administ-
rators to the increase in bureaucracy is the amount of
work required to comply with government regulations
which has grown to be a heavy expense as noted earlier.
Scott (1978), and Cheit (1975)* viewed the increase
in government reporting requirements for colleges and
universities as alarming and placing a heavy burden
on them, both in manpower and increased costs.
- Another reason for the growth in specialists on
campuses is that running an academic institution is more
difficult now than it has been in the past as issues
become more technically complex, and thus there is a
necessity for a greater degree of decision-making by
specialists as noted. Helsabeck (1973) discusses the
relationship between complex issues and the participation
in decision-making by specialists in his study of four
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private colleges. Finally, administrators point to union-
ism on the campus as one of the principal causes of
increased bureaucracy as the administration has to add
one more dimension to the governance processes.
Academic organizations are "people-processing"
institutions servicing students. These students, who
are the institution's clients, have disparate, complicat-
ed needs. There is no one best way of doing things in
such circumstances. Manufacturing firms use technology
which can divide tasks into routine steps and employ
unskilled, semi-skilled, and white collar workers.
There may not be a requirement for professional expertise
except in special areas. Colleges and universities deal
with the minds, bodies, and spirits of student clients,
and require the services of professionals who serve as
the faculty.
The third reason is the existence of an impersonal
bureaucratic educational system evidenced by the student
revolts of the 1960s, and the apparent student apathy
of the 1970s. Students in large universities in
particular claim that they are alienated by the massive
educational establishment built up since the end of the
Second World War. They seek more personal interaction
with the faculty, and more "relevant" courses, with
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educational changes to help the student to better under-
stand the subject matter of his discipline. Many educators
believe that the collegial model is more suited to
organizing for changes because of its emphasis on power
shared by professionals. Baldridge (1978) refers to
a "utopian operational prescription" whose supporters
argue that contemporary society is uncreasingly unhappy
with the impersonalization of life experienced by many
students in large universities. Bureaucracy, with its
emphasis on rules and regulations, hierarchical decision-
making, and authority of office, does not easily adapt
to changing circumstances. This prompts a call for a
return to the academic community concept which is
f considered to be more personal and humane as an approach
to life in academic institutions where concerns for
the individual's welfare receive highest priority. This
may be like longing for the "good old days", or as
Baldridge puts it so eloquently, "a lament for paradise
17
lost"
.
There are many examples of the existence of the
collegial model at the department level in colleges and
universities, but at higher levels it can be found only
in some aspects of the committee system. It may be true
that the collegial concept or model exists only in some
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very select prestigious private colleges, or perhaps
it never existed at all.
It is interesting to consider the U.S. Supreme
Court's ruling in the Yeshiva decision. Essentially,
by considering the faculty at Yeshiva University as
members of management, the Justices say, in effect,
that the collegial model of governance is practiced
at that institution. The counter-argument is that faculty
are not management, and even if they have a role which
resembles managing, Yeshiva certainly does not reflect
all higher education institutions in its governance
18
style. Yeshiva is a private institution.
The Political Model
The "political systems" model of college and
university governance also offers insight into the
operation of complex academic institutions. Developed by
Baldridge (1971) the model assumes that complex organ-
izations can be studied as miniature political systems
with interest group dynamics and conflicts. The central
point in this model is policy formulation. Pajor polic-
ies commit the organization to important goals and
objectives, and help to determine strategies that have
to be employed to reach those goals. Policy decisions
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affect long-range purposes and are vital to the
organization's survival.
Using the concept of political systems, members
of the organization work to achieve their own direction.
Thus special interest groups exist with each one jockey-
ing to gain an advantage favorable to itself. Tjis
is the political process which can be observed in cities,
towns, municipalities, states, and other political
x systems. Using policymaking as the focal point, the
model makes several assumptions about the process:
(1) Most people do not become involved in the political
process being content to let someone else do it either
through a lack of interest or because they find it
unrewarding for themselves.
(2) Even those who are involved do not stay with one
issue for a long time but move in and out of issues
that interest them.
(3) Only those elite groups who are content to devote
the time and effort necessary are able to influence
important decisions.
(4) Colleges and universities similar to other
organizations are fragmented into interest groups.
Generally, they exist without any serious dimension
except where there are scarce resources, or where there
is a threat from external sources.
6l
(5) Conflict is considered to be normal and healthy
in an academic community.
(6) Formal authority is limited because of the influence
of pressure from political groups. Decisions are often
made by negotiated compromise, and are not handed down
simply in a bureaucratic sense.
(7) External interest groups are important because
they influence the policymaking process, especially
in public colleges and universities where there are
legislative powers, including statewide boards, with
power and influence over resources.
Helsabeck's "compound system" is very applicable to
the political process. Conceptually, it involves the
variation of decision-structures for various types of
decisions. Therefore, there are different decision
rules for different types of issues. Galbraith (1967)
also recognized that compounding the decision-making
structure is not only desirable but unavoidable in a
large complex industry. Helsabeck, referring to
Galbraith's work noted that his writing had special
relevance for college governance "since the faculty...
... as technocrats with special competence often not
shared by administrators, students, or board members,
has the decision-making prerogatives on academic policy,
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and its decisions are challenged only with some peril
to the organization. Similarly, certain administrators
such as planning and budgeting officers, have expertise
19
which increases their decision-making autonomy."
The political model allows issues to surface and
create reaction from interest groups, especially where
important decisions are to be made. The right of a
person or a group to make a decision will be challenged
to determine why a decision is being made at one point
rather than another. In a loosely coordinated system this
becomes extremely important, and it is recognized that
the development of complex decision networks is necessary.
In a complex university system, decisions are not often
in the hands of one person. The university is a fragmented
system of schools, departments, and divisions. The
committee system assumes importance so that interest
groups may be heard and decision-making not be restricted.
The advice of professionals, and their opinions, must be
heard along with those of administrators, and bureaucratic
elements have to mesh with the political elements so that
decisions can be reached in a democratic fashion but
without floundering and inactivity.
The political model may be closer to reality than
are the bureaucratic and collegial models. The political
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model has to do with decision-making, and it is implicit
in the concept that bureaucratic and collegial styles
of decision-making exist in varying degrees in colleges
and universities
. Thus much depends on the individual
institution. This theme is very evident in Helsabeck's
work arising out of his research in four small liberal
art's colleges, presently or previously church-related,
20
and each with different decision-making structures.
The size of the institution, its historical governance
patterns, and often whether it is privately or publicly
owned, are important variables. In prestigious liberal
arts colleges, such as Amherst College, there is much
evidence of the tradition of collegiality . In less-
prestigious institutions, there is more evidence of the
bureaucratic model, with leadership by the president
in an autocratic style.
Two-year community colleges are often operated
more along the lines og high schools than higher educ-
ation institutions, and have a history of oligarchical
style of leadership. Universities have loosely coordin-
ated systems, and some elements of all three may exist
at the same time. Byrnes referred to the structure of
universities as political bureaucracies, and this fits
the concept of all three models existing simultaneously
21
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The Nature of Collective Bargaining
Collective bargaining in industry has been based
on the adversarial concept which assumes a "we-they”
relationship exists between labor and management. Kelley
(1979) argues that it is difficulty to apply a model
for collective bargaining in American industry because
of the very wide diversification that exists and which
22
has been brought about by specialization. This
diversification negates the use of a one-type-of model
concept, and collective bargaining should be approached
from the point of view of the nature of the work,
qualifications required for employment, and other factors
relating to the job situation and the industry. For
example, a union representing meatcutters may have a
different set of circumstances to consider than would
be the case of a union of air traffic controllers, or
a union of registered nurses in a large metropolitan
hospital, because of the different nature of the work
to be performed.
The basic tenets of collective bargaining may be
similar, such as economic benefits, work loads, working
hours, fringe benefits, and other considerations.
However, it is obvious that many other variables have to
be considered because of the different nature of each
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type of work and profession. Thus there are so many
different types of industries and business firms within
those industries, and jobs and professions in the United
States, that no single model can accurately describe
the collective bargaining process, and convey the
relationship that exists or at least should exist
23
between employee and employer.
\
The relationship which exists between labor and
management is adversarial in nature because the very
essence of unionism is an attempt to improve one's own
/ position by group action through a process of negotiation.
The ultimate position is to withdraw services through
strike action, or the refusal of management to permit
workers access to their jobs by locking them out.
A new innovation in unionism is being hailed as
the "new industrial relations." Its theme is participation
and it involves quality circles, quality of worklife,
24
and other participation programs.
Collective bargaining has been defined in a number
25
of different interpretations. Wollett defined it as*
•••••• a system of representative government in
which members of the body politic. c ...
•
participate,
through a designed organizational representative,
in decision-making which affects their work
environment salaries, terms and conditions
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of employment, and other matters related to their
interests as an occupational group.
The National Labor Relations Act defines it as*
The performance of the mutual obligation of the
employer and the representative of the employees to
meet at a reasonable time and confer in good faith
with respect to wages, hours, and other terms and
conditions of employment, or the negotiation of an
agreement, or any question arising thereunder, and
the execution of a written contract incorporating
any agreement reached if requested by either party.
(Section 8d).
Rehmus (1973) defined a union in terms of three
conditions that must be fulfilled*
(1) The assumption of conflict between those who are
employed and those who administer.
(2) The acceptance by those members of the employees*
group of an organization that is its exclusive represent-
ative vis-a-vis management.
(3) The willingness to protect the individual or a
small group of individuals--in other words, "fair
representation" of all groups even if they are a minority.
Kemerer and Baldridge (1975) argue that this
definition of a union by Rehmus can be misleading
because a campus-based senate may fulfill each of these
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conditions but be prevented from becoming a union
because of its institutional ties, They suggest adding
26
a fourth conditions
(4) The employee group must win representative status
as a collective bargaining agent within a legal frame-
work that has authority beyond the employer and must
not depend on the employer's good graces for its contin-
ued existence.
Schwartz (1979) defines a union as an organization
existing for the purpose of dealing with employers
concerning grievances, labor disputes, wages, rates of
pay, hours of work or conditions of work.
Collective Bargaining in Massachusetts
The three segments of public higher education in
Massachusetts are unionized. The fifteen community
colleges are represented by the Massachusetts Community
epILf.
Council Council (MCCC), an affiliate of MTA/NEA. The
ten state colleges are represented by MTA/NEA. As
previously noted the university is represented by MSP/
MTA/NEA, with the exception of the medical school
faculty who are not unionized. The University of lowell
is represented also by MSP, and Southeastern Massachusetts
r University is represented by the American Federation
of Teachers (AFT).
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The budgets for public higher education institut-
ions have to be approved by the state legislature.
At the University of Massachusetts, the union negotiates
with the administration, who are not the employer in
reality as it is the state which operates the university.
The administration has to interpret the will of the
legislature and the governor, while attempting to estab-
lish a budget which will allow the institution sufficient
resources to fulfill its mission and goals. However,
the union cannot negotiate directly with the employer,
the state, but must present its demands to the local
administration headed by the Chancellor of the university.
Thus serious problems are encountered in negotiating
the economic issues because the agreement reached between
the administration and the union may not be feasible
if the legislature reduces the proposed budget. As
already discussed, the political climate arising out of
Proposition 2-§ can be characterized as one of budget
restraint and efforts toward providing services without
raising taxes, and hopefully cost-cutting. Therefore
fiscal exigency dictates ways to hold the line or
reduce public higher education expenditures.
The Impact of Collective Bargaining
The British educator, Sir Eric Ashby (Corson, 197^).
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observed that the trustees, president, and faculty should
be free to make those decisions that determine the essent-
ial character of the educational institution. Faculty
have enjoyed broad powers traditionally in academic
policy decisions. They have substantial responsibility
in areas including:
(a) dealing with the organizational aspects of academic
departments
;
(b) framing of educational programs;
(c) degree requirements;
(d) content of courses;
(e) assignment of teachers to courses;
27
(f) patterns of student education.
Thus the faculty have been allowed to shape decisions
as to what shall be taught, who shall teach it, and what
shall be required of students. Also, the faculty have
been allowed to determine the freedom students shall
have to frame their own programs. Faculty have the freed-
om to engage in research, and in this area administrators
> have the right to determine what resources such as time,
funds, space, and equipment that can be made available.
Personnel decisions dealing with hiring, promotion,
tenure, and dismissal are also entrusted to the faculty
and delegated by them to academic departments. The
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extent of faculty responsibility and freedom to act in
these important areas may vary depending on the institut-
ion. In two-year community colleges and less-prestigious
liberal arts colleges, the theoretical concept and
actual practice may be far apart as the president reserves
for himself decision-making prerogatives in these areas,
even though he may try to give the appearance of advocat-
ing faculty involvement.
It is in these areas of academic policy that the
collegial model can be said to exist in many colleges and
universities, both public and private, and it reflects
the fact that the faculty as professionals are the only
^ ones who have the ability and background to pass judge-
ment on other faculty members in a peer relationship.
The concept of collegiality, based as it is on the
concept of community, recognizes the professional ability
of the faculty. How does collective bargaining impact
on these areas of faculty participation?
Faculty members who advocate unionism claim that
traditional faculty rights of participation in govern-
ance, including principles of academic collegiality and
peer review, are being eroded. Ringer (1980) reported
that this attitude has been widely held by faculty at
Boston University, a private institution, which has
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experienced much faculty unrest over the past few years
to the consternation of faculty, students, administration,
28
and parents of students. In order to gain a proper
perspective on such attitudes and their causal relation-
ship, it is important to recognize what has been the
traditional practices in an institution regarding faculty
t
participation in governance. If faculty have enjoyed
historically a broad participation in the governance
of the institution in a mode representative of the
concepts embodied in the collegial model, then as a
natural consequence they will view any change away
j from this pattern which precludes their participation
as an erosion of faculty rights. In institutions where
participation by the faculty in governance has not been
enjoyed, such attitudes will not prevail.
Faculty employed in public colleges and universities
express fear that faculty rights and traditional patterns
of autonomy are being weakened as a resulty of the shift-
ing of power off campus to legislative committees,
^
statewide boards, and bureaucrats in specialized areas.
Kemerer and Baldridge ( 1975 ) noted that in the Standard
Project on Academic Governance, a major research effort
began in 1971 and completed in 197^» decision-making
in the institutions surveyed had moved up the line.
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Decisions which were once made by department chairmen
are being made by deans, decisions formerly made by deans
are being made by vice-presidents, and decisions
formerly made by presidents are being made at the
legislative level of state government, or are being made
subject to greater scrutiny by legislators or statewide
30
governing boards. The move by the Massachusetts
legislature creating a Board of Regents is seen by
faculty as a further shift of power off campus and in
J the direction of state legislators and bureaucrats
31
in Boston. The university has one Board of Trustees
comprised of eight members appointed by the governor
to oversee three campuses, whereas the other segments
have a board of trustees for each institution.
Helsabeck (1973) developed some very interesting
theoretical concepts of decision-making in academic
institutions, and which seem to fit the framework of the
political model of governance referred to above. There
may be criticism of his conclusions because they are
based on data gathered from four small liberal mid-
western colleges that are either church-related, or
were so in the past. These institutions may not be
considered as being typical of colleges and universities
in the United States.
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Unionism and the Faculty Senate
The faculty senate is considered by the faculty
to be the heart of the collegial process, along with
the academic departments. However, the political model
with its emphasis on policymaking is particularly suit-
ed to the faculty senate where traditionally faculty and
administrators have come together to discuss and debate
matters of mutual interest. As already noted, the
political model assumes that interest groups will promote
issues of interest to them and by so doing will air
questions which can be considered by the whole assembly.
If there are threats to the institution such as the
possibly of budget cuts, layoffs, and retrenchment,
especially in public institutions resulting from legislat-
ive action to reduce government spending and make public
institutions more accountable, then the administration
and faculty should work together to try to head off
such action, or to soften the blow to those members of
faculty directly effected.
Helsabeck proposes that as "threats to the system
increase, key persons able to meet the threat will
32
gain decision-making prerogatives over others"
.
Another of his propositions is that "people close to
activities about which decisions must be made have
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information about those activites which is not avail-
33able often to persons at a distance from that activity.
"
Faculty members who favor unionism claim that the
administration have information at their disposal which
they will not share with the faculty unless it suits
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their (administration's) purposes. A further claim is
that administration pays only lip service to the concept
of collegiality characterized by participation in the
faculty senates. In times of threat from external
pressures, the administration adopts a more centralized
decision-making posture rather than a more participatory
attitude involving faculty consultation. In fact, the
administration of a university could use the faculty senate
to inhibit the activities of the union. Thus, Helsabeck's
propositions have relevance to the administration's
dealing with the faculty with respect to the sharing
of information, particularly in times when resources
may be scarce, such as the current situation in
Massachusetts in public higher education.
It is suggested that the faculty senate and the
union are not compatible because a union may try to
x 35
encroach on power traditionally enjoyed by the senate.
A faculty senate is an advisory body, albeit an important
one, at least in some institutions, but still advisory,
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as some union proponents are quick to point out. The
senate does not have power to enact recommendations
but only to recommend action to the administration,
and then essentially only on academic matters. The
senate has no voice in the substantive issues of long-
range planning, and on economic issues. This does not
detract from the value of the faculty senate as an
institution in academic matters. Also, it is not entirely
correct to say that the senate has no power. By bringing
important issues to the floor of the senate, the faculty
can be seen to speak collectively and this is a subtle
f'
means of bringing pressure to bear on the administration,
and importantly, legislators.
The argument can be made, however, that the faculty
senate has no mechanism for protecting faculty interests
-v in economic matters because it exists at the pleasure
of the administration and reacts to it. Furthermore,
as previously alluded to there is a thin line separating
^ some economic and academic matters in these times since
they overlap in certain instances. For example, retrench-
ment will involve assessment of academic programs which
' have falling enrollment but are important to the univers-
ity, and whether or not the costs can be justified in
a period of financial exigency. Cancellation of such
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programs would result in a layoff of faculty, which
in essence is an economic issue* Union proponents want
economic matters to be their domain, and faculty senators
expect academic matters to be their charge. In matters
of retrenchment, it is clear that both areas are involved.
At the University of Massachusetts, Amherst, a committee
has been formed jointly by the Faculty Senate and MSP
to consider issues relating to academic programs in the
light of possible cutback and retrenchment.
Another important development at the university
is evident by the number of active faculty who have had
^ valuable experience in both the Faculty Senate and in
the MSP. There appears to be one set of dynamic leaders
emerging in both the Senate and MSP. The union wrote a,j-^ &,>
to members in March, 1981, urging their support of the
Faculty Senate as it can be a force for helping to
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protect faculty rights. This move could be interpreted
by those opposing unionism as an action designed by the
MSP to try to control both the Faculty Senate and MSP.
The concept of having responsibility for different
bargaining issues between the union and the faculty
senate was referred to earlier as dual-track bargaining.
The term originated with the American Association of
University Professors (AAUP). At the University of
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Hawaii, a coalition of AAUP and NEA chapters supported
a dual-track system of bargaining*
The University of Hawaii Professional Assembly
(UHPA) proposes the " dual-track” approach to
collective bargaining for University of Hawaii
faculty* Under the "dual-track" approach faculty
members are viewed to have two roles - as academic
professionals, and as State employees. These
dual roles are peculiar to a university system.
The contract must be so formulated, therefore,
to maintain them* otherwise, faculty self-govern-
ment and participation in the University policy-
making process will disappear ...o • UHPA believes
that the dual-track approach to bargaining will
preserve faculty rights as academic professionals,
by using collective bargaining to assure these
rights and will improve the economic status of
the faculty,
UHPA will insist upon continuance of the present
policies and procedures including existing Faculty
Handbooks, except as specifically modified by
contract provisions. The Faculty Handbooks and
procedures could be altered only by mutual
consent between the Regents and representative
faculty bodies, such as senates, in dealing with
academic freedom, due process and tenure, personnel
evaluation by peer review, faculty control over
academic policies and goals, including curriculum.
These academic matters would continue as rights
of faculty in their role as academic professionals.
UHPA will support development and acceptance of
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Faculty Handbooks covering these matters where
they do not now exist or require inprovement. ^
Dual-track bargaining then assumes that there are
two mutually exclusive areas which have importance for
unions and faculty senates. As already observed, there
is an increasing area of overlapping concern as economic
issues begin to impact more and more on academic issues.
Grey areas exist also in work loads, working conditions, /
promotion, and tenure. The more unstable are the economic
conditions and the environment, especially control by
statewide boards and bureaucrats at the state level, the
greater will be the likelihood that unions will try to ^
encroach on those areas which have been considered
traditionally as being within the sphere of influence
of the faculty senate.
Garbarino (1971) noted that a deterioration has
taken place in the external environment affecting higher
education since the end of the turbulent 1960s. Among
the prominent factors observed are*
(a) The rate of growth of financial support to higher
education has declined.
(b) The supply of faculty and potential faculty exceeds
potential demand.
(c) There has been a decline in research support.
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(d) Attitudes toward higher education in general and
the faculty role in particular have changed.
Garbarino suggests that a gradual dilution of
faculty senate influence has occurred through "their
lack of independent organizational authority, of
leadership, personnel, and budgetary resources, and
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therefore, limited their response." Begin (1974)
hypothesized that senates, as well as other traditional
modes of faculty participation, might deteriorate as
collective bargaining grew in academic institutions.
There is the presumption then on the part of some that
senates and unions will become mutually exclusive in
time, and where one exists the other will cease to
function. This implies that senates are doomed in the
long run if unions become active in those areas senates
formerly held. Thus one form of governance substitutes
for another. However, this does not necessarily have
to be so. Faculty senates provide a forum for debate
on issues that the faculty consider to be important.
As a monitor of faculty sentiment on important subjects, -4- v '
and as a guardian of academic quality, the senate can
provide a useful role in a university.
The senate is not a governing body in the real
sense, and therefore, should not be considered a part
of governance, and as a group competing for power with
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the administration and the union. The administration
/
can use the faculty senate as a sounding board for
important matters such as academic programs.
/ Begin (1974) could find no empirical evidence
either supporting or rejecting the hypothesis that
unionism would have a negative effect on faculty senates.
He noted that traditional patterns are a clue to the
governance posture after the advent of collective
bargaining. The evidence from a study of 26 Mew Jersey
institutions showed that traditional patterns of faculty
participation in decision-making survive collective
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bargaining, as already noted. Carr and VanEyck (1973)
in a Carnegie Study, found that only 38*3 percent of
the faculty had rated their senate or faculty council
40
as excellent or good.
If the union were to assume those functions
which traditionally belonged to the faculty senate,
these would have to be stated in the collective bargain-
ing agreement. Investigation of segmental agreements
x X in Massachusetts showed that economic issues, personnel41
matters, and grievance procedures dominated contracts.
Academic issues were not addressed generally, although
there was a tendency for work loads, work conditions,
and such matters to be given greater attention, which
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could lead in time to more negotiation on matters
impacting on academic decisions* Retrenchment is a major
concern of some faculty in these times and it has received
greater attention in the new collective bargaining
agreement between the university administration and MSP.
An administration can be expected to want the final
say on any issue of retrenchment. Lozier (1977) discussed
some of the patterns which have developed to negotiate
retrenchment provisions. A sample of ninety-one collective -Xr 1
bargaining contracts were examined from Lozier's files,
and from files from the Center for the Study of Higher
Education at the Pennsylvania State University, and
also from the Academic Collective Bargaining Information
Service (ACBIS). Fifty-nine percent of the agreements ^
contained some form of retrenchment provision.
The frequency of retrenchment provision in contracts
increased substantially in 1972 from the pre-1972 period,
/ , 42
from a level of 38 percent to a level of 62 percent.
In my study of the contracts of the segments in Massach-
usetts, the University of Massachusetts was the only
x A institution whose contract did not include a retrenchment w i
clause. There was a provision for a clause to be written
jointly by the administration and MSP, but the former did
not perform its draft of the clause. The new contract does
have a retrenchment clause.
82
Fulkerson (197?) pointed out the traumatic effects
on faculty of layoffs and retrenchment. He suggested
guidelines that may be followed for administering a
43
contract specifying retrenchment criteria and procedures.
The faculty senate would expect to have considerable
input into decisions affecting reduction and elimination
of programs leading to faculty layoffs.
Future of Faculty Senates Under Unionism
A logical question is whether the faculty senates
can continue to exist when unionism is introduced to
the campus? The campus senate at City University of New
York (CUNY) assumed a controversial role after it
continued to espouse policy affecting conditions of
employment which were outside of the collective bargaining
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agreement in existence. Mikell (1978) noted that the
academic senate was positively viewed at the California
State System and expected to play "a useful role under
45
bargaining.
"
Schwartz (1979) conducted research on four univers-
ities in Pennsylvania. At Indiana University, he found
that if the senate took a stand the union found to be
unsatisfactory, the union could reverse the senate.
At the University of Pittsburgh, sentiments were express-
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ed which implied the senate was not highly regarded
by the facuity
,
and senate meetings were not well-
attended, with difficulty experienced in gathering a
quorum. At Temple University, the senate and the union
had reached an accomodation with each other. "The union
leadership stated that there was a conscious effort
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not to erode the functions of the senate.” Kemerer
and Baldridge (1975) found that time and time again,
"the people interviewed in our case studies reported
that senates were ineffective because faculty were not
active participants. For example, the broad-based
senate at Hunter College had difficulty getting a
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quorum to conduct meetings •”
There does not appear to be any conscious effort
on the part of unions to undermine faculty senates
and assume their functions. There is, however, consider-
> able evidence of faculty apathy toward participating
in traditional academic governance. This could result
in the demise of senates in some institutions. Unions
suffer from the same malady, unwillingness of members
to participate. At University of Massachusetts, Amherst
the Faculty Senate meetings were well-attended, but
the union seemed to have difficulty in getting members
involved. This situation may be a function of the
* *
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seriousness of the current issues. When the union leader-
ship called for members to show support to get the
administration moving on stalled negotiations by
picketing and informational sessions, the turnout by
'
_
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faculty was considered quite representative. Union
members may assume an apathetic posture when there are
no threats to their welfare. However, for a union to be
successful it must be seen to operate consistently and
with member support. Otherwise, it will not be prepared
to deal with important issues that may crop up unexpect-
edly, or be in a position to plan a strategy to respond
to external and internal threats. Observers say that a
new spirit of cooperation is evident at the Amherst
49
~ campus between the MSP and the Faculty Senate.
The Administration and the Union
Administrators claim that unionism leads to a
polarization of issues on the campus, and slows down
the process of decision-making. Unions claim that
administrators are prevented from making ad hoc decisions
by the existence of the collective bargaining agreement
which establishes areas of responsibility for faculty
and administration and sets out the grievance and
other procedures. It can be argued that if collective
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bargaining reduces bureaucratic tendencies of administ-
rators to make ad hoc decisions by holding them to the
contract and engaging in cooperation and joint decision-
/ making where required, then it actually protects the
concept of collegiality
. It may be that the only way
that the collegial model of governance can survive is
through collective bargaining. Administrators claim
that collective bargaining can make their job easier
because it spells out what can be done, and allows
them to manage by the "book."
There are mixed opinions on whether administrators
at public institutions have lost power as a result of
collective bargaining. The general consensus is that
administrators in two-year institutions have lost power
to faculty because the faculty had no voice to begin
with traditionally. It is not quite clear in four-year
institutions. There appear to be changes in the locus
of decision-making, however, particularly in Massachusetts,
/ where more decisions are being made at the state level
as power shifts off campus to statewide board and
legislative committees.
Lee (1978) concluded that strategies for administ-
rative behavior which have contributed to positive
union-administration relationships and a mode of
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amicable decision-making, with improved quality of
decision-making could be summarized as follows:
(1) Administrative initiative in attempting to
influence bargaining legislation or its interpretation;
(2) Open and informal communication among administrators,
union leaders, and other faculty groups;
(3) The joint determination of a structure that will
permit "dual-track" governance to flourish;
(4) Administrative cooperation with faculty unions,
which tends to discourage militancy;
(5) Long-range planning processes that involve union
and faculty groups in the planning process as well as
administrators
;
(6) A combination of political skill and strong collegial
values that are essential to the successful management,
by administrators, faculty, and union leaders alike,
50
of unionized institutions.
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CHAPTER III
METHODOLOGY
Introduction
This study profiled the unionized faculty at
University of Massachusetts, Amherst. A three-phased
process was used consisting of (1) drawing on existing
knowledge; (2) a questionnaire; and (3) interviews
with selected members of the faculty.
The records of the Provost's Office disclosed that
a total of 1236 full-time tenure track faculty were
employed at the Amherst campus. Department lists and
other material were checked and a total of 1236 quest-
ionnaires were mailed to the faculty. Of this number,
several were returned because faculty were away at the
time. The questionnaires were mailed on November 21 ,
I98O, to the faculty members' campus address, and a
self-addressed envelope was enclosed. The envelope
was addressed to the researcher at School of Education,
EPRA Division Office, Hills South, Amherst campus, and
could be sent via the campus mail at no cost to the
faculty member. Because of the sensitivity of the
issues involved in the study, the covering letter
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enclosed with the questionnaire emphasized the anony-
mity of the respondent. No attempt was made to contact
directly those who had responded. However, department
chairmen, union representatives, and other faculty
members were asked to urge their colleagues to respond
to the questionnaire. A facsimile of of the questionnaire
is included in this dissertation as Appendix 1.
There is a considerable amount of literature
relating to research design. Probably the best known
work is by Campbell and Stanley (1963) which presents
experimental and quasi-experimental designs. Other
works include Oppenheim ( 1 966 ) ; Payne (1951); Sheatsley
(1969); Chapin (1955); Boyd, Westphal, and Stasch (1977);
Kerlinger (1973); and Acker and Day (1980). The questionn-
aire appeared to be the most appropriate instrument
for gathering the data. It could be mailed to each
full-time faculty member by use of the campus mail,
it was easy to administer to a large group on one campus,
and it could be field-tested and refined in a relatively
short period. A distinct advantage of the questionnaire
as a survey instrument is its versatility.
The purpose of the questionnaire was to gather
data from faculty members, and then have them respond
to a series of questions relating to economic and govern-
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ance issues which were considered to be important.
The demographic data and the responses to the questions
were analyzed using Statistical Packages for the Social
Sciences (SPSS), which is available within the university
computing system.
Oppenheim (1966) pointed out that there are weak-
-X nesses in using the questionnaire approach. The biggest
disadvantage of the mailed questionnaire is that it
usually produces poor response rates. Those recipients
who have no interest in the subject matter may choose
to ignore the questionnaire. Another pitfall is that
respondents may not be honest in answering the questions,
or that the questions may not be understood, responses
not meaningful, or at worst misleading. There are those
persons also who refuse to answer questionnaires.
Finally, there are fears by some persons of being
identified, especially in studies such as this involved
which related to somewhat sensitive and controversial
issues.
The purpose of the interviews was to probe more
deeply into certain areas, and explore issues to a great-
er degree. It was a method of reaching some faculty
members who could elaborate on some of the issues raised
in the questionnaire because of their years of experience
on the campus. In other cases, faculty from groups who
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might be reluctant to answer a questionnaire could
be approached for an informal interview. The interviews
could add to the information obtained from the question-
naires and help to test the hypotheses.
Design of the Questionnaire
The demographic variables were incorporated in
questions 1-10 of the questionnaire and were necessary
in order to relate to the principal hypothesis:
There is no significant relationship between the
the attitudes of the full-time faculty at the
university toward collective bargaining and
demographic variables of age, sex, rank, income,
race, and academic discipline.
< Questions 11-32 concerned the administration of the
university, roles in decision-making, unionism, and
economic benefits. The most important statement is
Number 21:
Collective bargaining is the best of current
options available for faculty either to improve
their position or to prevent it from deteriorating
further.
Another important statement relating to unionism was
Unionism is not necessary at Universtity of
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Massachusetts, Amherst.
1 he strategy was to ask a series of questions
and make a series of statements which could be answered
as follows:
strongly agree
generally agree
neither agree nor disagree
generally disagree
strongly disagree
The questions and statements relating to collective
bargaining were crucial to the study because they gave
^ J an opportunity for faculty to demonstrate whether they
X perceive unionism as a way to strengthen their position.
The other questions were designed to bring out these
relationships
.
Question 9 "what is your annual household income?"
refers to household income rather than a professor's
salary. The question recognizes that in many households
both spouses are employed. Thus total income has to be
considered when trying to discern attitudes toward
salary. A faculty member may be unhappy with his or her
salary considering professional qualifications, experience,
and salaries in other colleges and universities. However,
a decision to move to another institution will be
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influenced by a spouse's present income. While the full
impact of such considerations would constitute the
subject of another study, and is beyond the scope of
this thesis, nevertheless, it is an important element
to be considered.
Design of Faculty Interviews
The interviews with selected faculty members
covered the following areas:
1. Working conditions
- included office and equipment; computer facil-
ities; graduate assistants; teaching loads; and other
considerations, depending upon the professor's
specialty.
2. Job security
- included retrenchment.
3. Governance
- included the union, faculty senate, offices of
the President and Chancellor.
4. Faculty member's perception of the principal
issue facing the university.
5. Effectiveness of the union.
Appendix 3 provides a complete list of areas
covered and questions which were raised.
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The interviews with the faculty were in a discussion ^
mode covering important issues, rather than a structured
question and answer format. The issues referred to above
.were raised and significant points recorded, with no
attempt made to rate them on a scale. The reason for
this procedure was that the questionnaire had been sent
and responses received. Faculty were not receptive to
answering a series of questions which might be
perceived as a repeat of the questionnaire, or as an
attempt to enlarge on responses of individual professors,
thus destroying the anonymity of the questionnaire
process. A further consideration was that a new collective
bargaining agreement had been completed replacing the
contract which had been out of date since June 30 » 1980.
Faculty were not in a mood to spend too much time on
non-academic matters. However, they were willing to grant
a short interview to discuss some of the important
issues facing the faculty and the university.
Selection of faculty members to be interviewed.
Bryant (1978) interviewed ?6 faculty members in her
study of the university's election on faculty unionism
held in November, 1973* Bryant's model was adapted
to allow for a smaller sample of the faculty populat-
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ion. Since the study had included the questionnaire
as the principal survey instrument for gathering the
data, the interviews were secondary. The sample of
38 accounts for only three percent of the faculty
population, and no attempt is made to generalize the
results of the interviews to the total population.
However, the interviews could explore some of the issues
raised on the questionnaire to a greater degree, and
could he a valuable aid in analyzing the data. Table /
4 provides a breakdown of those interviewed accord-
ing to college, school or department, and whether
the faculty members were tenured or not tenured.
The majority of faculty interviewed encompassed
those who were tenured and had worked at the univers-
ity prior to the first collective bargaining agreement
of 1978. This included all tenured faculty. In addition,
faculty who had been on campus during the early years of
union activity were sought. They had experience which
could help in determining how conditions had changed
bringing about a majority vote in 1977*
It was decided that a random sample of the populat-
ion might not provide names of faculty who would have
Jr been active in university affairs and be willing to
express their opinions openly in an interview. This
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TABLE 4
NUMBER OF FACULTY INTERVIEWED ACCORDING TO COLLEGE,
SCHOOL. OR DEPARTMENT; TENURED AND NON -TENURED
COLLEGE. SCHOOL. OR DEPARTMENT TENURED NON -TENURED
HUMANITIES 6
NATURAL SCIENCES 4 2
SOCIAL SCIENCES 3 2
FOOD AND NATURAL RESOURCES 3 2
BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION 4 1
ENGINEERING 2 1
PHYSICAL EDUCATION 1 1
EDUCATION 3 1
HEALTH SCIENCES (NURSING) 1 1
27 11
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was important to the study. The procedure used to
select faculty was to consider names of those from
various departments who were known to have been active
on the campus, and would be familiar with the issues
/ of economic benefits, faculty rights, governance, and
unionism. Consideration was given to interviewing
members of minority groups wherever possible.
Non-tenured faculty had to be interviewed so that
their experience as newer faculty could be discussed.
Selection of tenured faculty for interviews presented
no problem. However, non-tenured faculty were relatively
new in many cases, and it was also difficult to
decide on those who should be interviewed. Some of
those contacted felt they had little to offer in an
interview because they were not familiar to any great
extent with the issues involved in the study.
Faculty interviewed were first contacted by tele-
phone or by calling at their office, and appointments
were arranged. On balance, the faculty were very
willing to discuss the issues and were very supportive
of the study. The interviews were conducted from
February to May, 1981, and the average length was
forty-five minutes. As mentioned earlier, the
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questionnaire had been sent out in November at a time
when negotiations were taking place to settle a new
contract to replace the contract which had expired on
June 30* 1980. The interviews took place after the
contract had been settled, and the faculty were involved
in their normal activities. The great concern at that
time was whether the legislature would agree to fund
the salary increases agreed to by the administration
in Amherst.
The role of the researcher as interviewer, analyst,
and synthesizer was fairly sensitive in this study.
As the results in Chapter IV show, faculty have differ-
ing views on the various issues. Those who were opposed
to unionism were suspicious that this study might be
used to promote faculty unionism. On the other hand,
those proponents of unionism were suspicious that
the study might be used to show the MSP in a bad light.
^Meetings were held with union leaders, leaders of the
> Faculty Senate, and some faculty members who were
known for their anti-union activities. This helped to
allay any fears of faculty members who might have had
doubts about the motives for the study other than schol-
arly research. The administration were also advised of
the research and were very cooperative.
CHAPTER IV
THE RESULTS
The questionnaire consisted of 45 questions and
statements, and it can be divided into six sections
as follows:
1. Demographic profile.
2. Treatment of faculty members at the university.
3. Faculty representation in policy and decision-
making at the university.
4. The locus of decision-making.
5. Academic discipline.
6. Collective bargaining.
Responses in the questionnaire were rated as
strongly agree, generally agree, neither agree nor
disagree, generally disagree, and strongly disagree.
These headings have been used for the most part in the
tables presented. In some of the tables, presented in
summary form, the terms have been consolidated as agree,
neither agree nor disagree, and disagree, and they are
shown as A, NAND, D.
1 . Demographic profile .
The questions numbered 1-11 were designed to gather
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"the demographic data, and a summary of the responses
is presented in Table 5.
There were 1236 full-time faculty at the Amherst
campus at the time of the questionnaire. Of this
number, 1064 were male faculty (86 percent), and 1?2
were female (14 percent). The response to the questionn-
aire by female faculty was proportionally higher than
that of the male faculty. Over thirty-five percent of
the female faculty answered the questionnaire compared
to approximately thirty-two percent of the male faculty:
Male 1064 337 31.7
Female 172 61 35.5
Total 1236 398 32.2
2. Treatment of faculty members at the university.
The question asked was:
Which statement most closely corresponds to your
opinion about treatment of faculty members at
University of Massachusetts, Amherst?
The question was then divided into three statements.
A summary of the responses is provided in Table 6. There
was a strong consensus of opinion that faculty were
treated fairly both at the department level and by their
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dean. Faculty can only respond based on their own
experiences in their department. Attitude toward fair
treatment by the administration was mixed, with only
8 differences between the majority who disagreed and
those who agreed. There was a large number who neither
agreed nor disagreed.
The point was made by faculty interviewed that many
professors lack sufficient knowledge to render an opin-
ion about the administration. Faculty proceed with their
daily responsibilities involving teaching, research, and
other areas, without being fully aware of all that is
happening in campus affairs. Junior faculty especially
expressed this viewpoint because their efforts are
directed to a great extent on research and publishing
in order to qualify for promotion and tenure.
The notion of fairness is very subjective. With-
in the confines of this study, it is considered that a
person judges fairness of treatment by comparing how
others are treated. To be treated fairly means receiv-
ing equally with colleagues. This is not to say that a
professor's self-perception of fairness may influence
his of* her attitude toward collective bargaining. Never-
theless, if sufficient numbers of faculty perceive they
are being treated unfairly, however subjective, then
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TABLE 5
SUMMARY OF DEMOGRAPHIC VARIABLES FROM
THE RESPONSES OK THE QUESTIONNAIRES
Percentage of
Number of responses: College, School,
or Department, full-
College of Arts and Sciences:
Humanities and Fine Arts
Natural Sciences and Mathemati
Social and Behavioral Sciences
School of Business Admin.
School of Education
School of Engineering
College of Food and Nat. Res.
School of Health Sciences
School of Physical Education
Not identified
Total
time tenure-track
faculty:
92 28.1
65 26.0
2lf
33.7
17 29.3
32 40.0
23 23.2
71 39.2
18 47.4
11 35.7
10
398
Rank :
Professor 213;
Professor 59;
Associate Professor 120; Assistant
Not identified 6
Tenure Status : Tenured 332 Not Tenured 66
Sex : Male 337 Female 6l
Minority Group : No 355; Black 9; Hispanic 5;
Asian 2; Handicapped 6; Other 15
Household Income :
Under $20,000 27 $30,001-35,000 79 $45,001-50,000 24
$20,001-25,000 53 $35,001-40,000 75 Over $50,000 31
$25 , 001 - 30,000 75 $40,001-45,000 3^
10 ?
TABLE 6
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO STATEMENTS RELATING TO THE
QUESTION: WHICH STATEMENT MOST CLOSELY CORRESPONDS
TO YOUR OPINIONS ABOUT TREATMENT OF FACULTY MEMBERS
AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST?
(a) Faculty are treated
at the department level
(b) Faculty are treated
by their dean
(c) Faculty are treated
by the administration
A NAND D
fairly
318 39 41
fairly
2?1 75 52
fairly
138 114 146
N” 398
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avenues may be sought to correct the situation. One of
these avenues may be collective bargaining.
3* Faculty representation in policy and decision-
making at the University .
The statement was made that:
Faculty representation in policy and decision-
making at University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
is satisfactory.
Four areas were then identified: department,
school or college, university, legislature. Table 7
provides a summary of the responses.
TABLE 7
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO STATEMENTS RELATING TO
FACULTY REPRESENTATION IN POLICY AND DECISION
-
MAKING AT THE UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS.
A NAND D
(a) At the department level 3W 28 30
(b) At the school or college
level 224 97 77
(c) At the university level 102 103 193
(d) At the state level, i.e.,
the legislative level
in Boston 20 85 293
N=398
Faculty responded positively to involvement in
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policy and decision-making at the department and
college level. However, forty-eight percent of respond-
ents did not believe that this was the position at the
university level. There was even stronger feeling
about representation at the state level, with over
seventy-three percent responding negatively.
The Faculty Senate acts as a voice for the faculty
at the university level. The Senate has no formal
power but does exercise considerable influence in
academic matters. The Senate does not have a strong
-X voice in areas of long-range planning, use of resources,
and personnel.
Faculty who were interviewed perceived the
senate as an independent, representative, and necessary
body. It serves as a forum where all the faculty can
meet and discuss important issues. Older faculty
interviewed expressed the view that junior faculty
were apathetic about- involvement in the senate, and
that this had a negative impact on its progress.
y Junior faculty who were interviewed believed that
senior faculty have a lighter work load and can afford
to spend more time on campus matters, and thus have
more interest in the affairs of the senate.
A number of faculty who were very active in
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campus affairs saw the senate as preserving the prof-
^
essional integrity and collegiality of the faculty.
There were others who considered the Faculty Senate
as ineffective in many areas hut nevertheless a
necessary part of the governance of the university.
There was a consensus of opinion that the role of the
^
senate would he enhanced under Chancellor Koffler.
The union is another voice for faculty at the
university level. Its role is determined hy the terms
of the collective bargaining agreement, and is confin-
ed mainly to economic issues and faculty rights. The
grievance machinery is very important. There were
mixed opinions among those interviewed as to how the
union had functioned as the faculty bargaining agent
up to the present. One of the criticisms had to do
with MSP's affiliation with MTA, and the fact that
there was no full-time representative for a long period.
This situations has now been remedied. As noted earlier,
^ MTA/NEA represents all public higher education in the
state, with the exception of Southeastern Massachusetts
University. MTA/NEA also represents the public school
teachers
.
Faculty were asked in the interviews if they perceiv-
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® ^ il i&t ion with MTA/NEA as an advantage in repres-
enting faculty interests at the legislative level.
There were opinions on both sides. Those in favor per-
ceived MSP/MTA/NEA as a powerful force to be reckoned
with at the state capitol. They have the power to bring
education to a standstill, at least in theory. Others
were not as convinced about the advantage to the
faculty of membership in MTA/NEA. They feared that
such an arrangement could be counter-productive should
MSP enter into dispute with unions representing the
State and Community colleges, or perhaps be critical
of some aspect of their contracts compared to the MSP
contract. In such instances, MTA would be in a sensitive
position and would not want to act against one bargain-
ing agent to the disadvantage of another. Faculty fear-
ed that they would be considered on an equal par with
faculty in other institutions, and this they consider-
a disadvantage. Some feared it could even lead to a loss
of identity for the university as a major land-grant
public research institution.
The president's office is another voice for the
administration and the faculty at the legislative
level. There was strong feeling that the office had
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not become as strong a representative for the instit-
ution and the faculty as had been expected. Senior
faculty believed that it was not held in high regard
by legislators, and junior faculty perceived it as an
unnecessary expense. They suggested closing the office
and allowing the Amherst Chancellor to assume the
duties.
The locus of decision-making; .
This area of the questionnaire considered whether
faculty believed their prerogatives were being usurped.
The question presented in three parts was:
Do you believe that the locus of decision-making
has changed at University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, away from the faculty and toward:
(a) The administration in Whitmore? (Whitmore is the
building which houses the administration)
.
(b) The President’s Office in Boston?
(c) The State Legislature in Boston?
A summary of responses is given in Table 8. There
was a consensus of opinion that faculty have lost as
decision-making shifts out of their hands. There were
126 who had no opinion about the shift of decision-
making away from the faculty and toward the president's
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office in Boston. Those interviewed felt that this was
a reflection of a lack of understanding on the part
of some faculty as to the actual role that the office
was supposed to play.
The creation of the new Board of Regents by the
legislature was seen as further evidence of central-
ization of control of the management of public higher
education. Creating the board through the budgetary process
and at a time while the Committee on the Reorganizat-
ion of Public Higher Education was still sitting was
seen as a negative approach by the state. The creation
of the board was seen as foreboding for the university
administration since the board is expected to have
greater autonomy than the previous Board of Higher
Education. There may be less opportunity to deal
directly with the legislature on budgetary matters
when the Board of Regents assumes full powers. Appoint-
ment of the members of the board by the governor of
the state was seen as further evidence of the onesided-
ness of the state's approach to public Higher education.
These points also can be considered with respect to
one of the questions in the questionnaire!
Are you worried about centralization of state
control over public higher education?
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TABLE 8
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO THE QUESTIONS RELATING
—
CHANGES IN THE LOCUS OF DECISION -MAVTMn.
Do you believe that the locus
of decision-making has changed
at University of Massachusetts,
Amherst, away from the faculty
and toward:
A NAND D
(a) The administration ?
(b) The President's Office
239 84 75
in Boston ?
(c) The state legislature
192 126 80
in Boston ? 248 89 61
r = 398
115
The response to this question was as followsi
Worried 313 Not worried 85
Those who were not worried tended to be in the
higher age bracket, and thus were closer to retire-
ment. Faculty interviewed suggested that the legis-
lature was making scapegoats out of public higher
education in order to show fiscal responsibility.
5 • Academic discipline .
There are four questions directed toward aspects
of academic discipline, and these are set out in
Table 9 along with the responses.
The questions were asked because they relate to
issues that are frequently discussed by faculty.
Those faculty employed in disciplines experiencing a
decline in graduate students are concerned about the
future of their graduate program at the university, and *
the possibility of retrenchment in their department.
The decline in graduate students has not led to wide-
spread increase in undergraduate teaching loads. In
the hard sciences there were fewer graduate students
in some programs, and this has caused problems for
some faculty in pursuing their research. This was
evident in the Chemistry Department where there was a
problem recruiting graduate students because of a low
allotment of funds for teaching assistants.
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TABLE 9
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO THE STATEMENTS
RELATING TO ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE
A NAND D
(a) My discipline is attracting
fewer graduate students 166
(b) The lack of availability
of good graduate students has
led to an increase in my
undergraduate teaching load 72
(c) The lack ofavailability
of good graduate students is
limiting my research and the
practice of my specialization 106
(d) I could find employment
within a reasonable period
in another academic institution
or in industry if laid off at
University of Massachusetts 234
52 180
86 240
82 210
82 82
N = 398
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Faculty interviewed in the College of Food and
Natural Resources noted that despite increasing student
enrollment the total faculty had not increased. The
same observation was made in the School of Business
Administration where there has been a marked increase
in student enrollment in the past five years.
6 . Collective bargaining .
Tables 10 and 11 summarize the responses to
statements related to aspects of collective bargaining,
(a) Statement:
Collective bargaining is the best of current options
for faculty either to improve their position or to
prevent it from deteriorating further.
There were 191 respondents who agreed with this
statement compared to 156 who disagreed, and 51 who
neither agreed nor disagreed. Tables 15-23 in Appendix
4 present cross tabulations of this statement by
school or college. They are summarized as follows:
Humanities and Fine Arts &2
Natural Sciences and Mathematics 28 2?
Social and Behavioral Sciences 36 17
School of Business Administration 10 4
School of Education 16 10
School of Engineering ^ 11
College of Food and Natural Resources 21 43
School of Health Sciences 10 5
School of Physical Education * 5
Not identified 10
191 156
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TABLE 10
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO THE STATEMENTS RELATED
TO ASPECTS OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
A NAND D
(a) Collective bargaining is the
best of current options available
for faculty to improve their
position or to prevent it from
deteriorating further 191 51 156
(b) Faculty participation in
decision-making is enhanced
through collective bargaining 153 69 176
(c) Faculty should have the option
of strike action 188 56 154
(d) One big union representing
all professors in state institutions
offers greater bargaining power
than the present arrangement where
there are five separate faculty
bargaining units in state institut-
ions in Massachusetts 117 122 159
(e) Unionism is not necessary at
University of Massachusetts, Amherst 153 64 181
(f) One big bargaining unit would
facilitate exchanges of faculty
among various elements of the
statewide system of public higher
education in Massachusetts 62 178 158
(g) Collective bargaining helps in
the administration of the university 107 103 188
(h) Salary and benefit increases for university faculty
over the fiscal years 1977-80 would have been at differ-
ent levels in the absence of collective bargaining!
Smaller: 147 Same: 208 Larger: 43
N=398
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TABLE 11
SUMMARY OF RESPONSES TO THE STATEMENTS RELATED TO
POSSIBLE AREAS WHERE UNIONISM CAN BE MOST EFFECTIVE
AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS. AMHERST
A NAND D
(a) Salaries and pay scales 218 78 102
(b) Fringe benefits 249 74 75
(c) Retention, tenure, and
promotion policies 198 83 117
(d) Seniority as a basis for
making personnel decisions 178 124 96
(e) Academic working conditions 142 117 139
(f) Grievance procedures 270 67 61
(g) Academic freedom 171 105 122
(h) Sabbatical and other types
of faculty leaves 153 137 108
(i) Other 28 358 12
N = 398
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Faculty who responded from the School of Engineer-
ing and the College of Food and Natural Resources were
in strong disagreement with the statement. The field
of engineering is enjoying a period of rising enroll-
ment as industry and government continue to offer their
graduates high-paying jobs. The School has embarked on
a development program to raise funds for much-needed
equipment. Faculty interviewed stated that the response
from industry and the alumni has been encouraging. The
faculty believed that the union would be unable to
help get funds from the state for new equipment and
increased funding for teaching assistants. They also
felt that the union could not bargain for higher
salaries because of the tight control over funds by
the legislature. Therefore, they saw no advantage
for them in collective bargaining. They saw the union
as being attractive to those without power, whereas
the engineering faculty by the strength of their profess-
ion have power and do not need unionism.
Faculty from the College of Food and Natural
Resources who responded to the questionnaire disagreed
with the statement 43 to 21. Those faculty who felt
that collective bargaining was not the best option
came mainly from the Departments of Veterinary and
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Animal Science, Land Architecture, Forestry, Plant
and Soil. All faculty from Home Economics agreed that
collective bargaining is the best option.
There was agreement in favor of collective bargain-
ing by the Humanities and Social Sciences faculty. The
Natural Sciences and Mathematics faculty were split,
and further analysis indicated this to be the pattern
within departments. Exceptions were the Physics and
Chemistry departments. The majority of respondents
from the Physics department did not perceive collect-
ive bargaining as the best of current options, whereas
the Chemistry faculty agreed that it was. Table 12
shows that 48 percent of the respondents agreed with
the statement, while 39*2 disagreed, and 12.8 percent
neither agreed nor disagreed. Tables 24-29 in Appendix
4 provides cross tabulation of collective bargaining is
the best of current options for faculty by professor-
ial rank, tenure status, age, sex, household income,
and minority group. These can be summarized as follows:
A D
Assistant professors 46.4 $ 30.5 °/o
Associate professors 49.2 39.2
Professors 45.0 42.7
Tenured 45.2 41.6
Not tenured 62.1 27.3
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A D
Age:
Under 35
36-45
46-55
Over 55
51.6#
48.4
50.3
41.5
26 . 6#
40.6
38.0
47.1
Sex:
Male
Female
Household Income:
4?.2
52.5
40.7
31.1
Under $30,000
$30,001-40,000
$40,001-50,000
$50,000 and over
52.9
41.5
46 .
6
48.4
32.3
46.7
34.4
25.6
Minority Groups 59.4 32.6
(b) Statement:
Faculty participation in decision-making is
enhanced through collective bargainings
A HAND D
153 69 176
This question relates to unionism as a means to
^preserve the collegial process in governance. Those in
favor of unionism argue that collegiality at the /
university in terms of governance structure can only
be preserved through collective bargaining. This is
because areas for decision-making and faculty rights
are written into the agreement. Thus the faculty have
a role in decision-making and are not subject to the
vicissitudes of the administration.
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Faculty opposed to unionism take the opposite view.
They believe that unionism polarizes issues and creates
an adversarial relationship pitting administration
against faculty similar to the common notion of
trade unionism. Thus, it leads to a situation of tension
and lack of cooperation, as attention is paid to the
•Y
"rules" as set forth in the contract. The spirit of
cooperation built on trust and respect which is necessary
to maintain the university is lacking. The response
to the statement, 153 agree, 176 disagree, was
indicative of the breakdown which existed within the
schools and colleges. Faculty interviewed believed that /
unionism does add one more level of bureaucracy, and
despite its attractions faculty are not guaranteed a
place in decision-making outside of the framework of
the contract. They expect the union to try to increase
the bargaining issues as time goes on, and for the
administration to oppose such action.
(c) Faculty should have the option of strike action*
A NAND D
188 56 176
This statement relates to the issues of profession-
alism. It is generally considered one of the criticisms
of unionism that striking by professors is unprofess-
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ional. The fact that no striking is written into the
contract was seen by faculty interviewed as watering
down unionism since it is useless without the ultimate
weapon of refusing to work. Tne results of the question-
naire show that this issue is very controversial.
(d) Statement:
One big union representing all professors in
state institutions offers greater bargaining
power than the present arrangement where there
are five separate faculty bargaining units in
state institutions in Massachusetts.
A NAND D
117 122 159
The issue in this statement clearly is power.
Faculty did not see one big union as attractive
compared to other options. The union is affiliated
with MTA/NEA, and some faculty interviewed believed
that this had the same effect as having one union.
Others feared having one big union as described in
the statement because the university faculty would
lose their unique identity and thus part of their
bargaining power. The obvious attraction to one big
union by some faculty was that in contract negotiations
the total bargaining power would have a significant
effect.. The threat of strike by all institutions
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simultaneously was considered a powerful bargaining
position, This even more so considering that MTA/NEA
also represent secondary school teachers.
Other faculty took a different view. They perceiv-
ed that membership in MTA/NEA is overrated because of
the very fact that MTA represents such a large body
of teachers and professors in Massachusetts. If MSP
had a dispute with some other bargaining unit, the
MTA would be hardpressed not to support one against
the other. In response to the point about lobbying
strength of MTA at the legislative level, faculty
interviewed felt this was not necessarily an advant-
age since there are so many faculty from diverse
institutions to represent. Some faculty believed
MSP should withdraw from MTA/NEA and operate separately,
(e) Statement:
Unionism is not necessary at University of
Massachusetts, Amherst.
_A NAND
153 64 181
The modal response was in disagreement with this
statement. The statement is essentially the same as
the earlier statement, "collective bargaining is the
best of current options for faculty either to improve
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their position or to prevent it from deteriorating
further.” There is one difference, however, between
the two statements. There are some faculty who may
perceive collective bargaining as the best of options,
but may feel it is not necessary at the Amherst campus
of the university. The statement gave faculty the
opportunity to have an opinion on unionism in general,
and unionism at the Amherst campus in particular.
There was only a slight difference, however, in the
responses to the two statement st
A D
Collective bargaining is the best of
current options for faculty either
to improve their position or to
prevent it from deteriorating
further. 191 156
Unionism is not necessary at
University of Massachusetts,
Amherst. 153 181
Included in Appendix 4 are Tables 28-43 which
provide cross tabulation of "unionism is not necessary
at University of Massachusetts, Amherst," by demographic
variables. It can be seen that a greater number of
respondents disagreed with that statement.
(f) Statements
One big bargaining unit would facilitate exchange
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of faculty among various elements of the statewide
system of public higher education in Massachusetts.
A NAND D
62 178 158
This statement refers to the transfer of faculty
from one institution to another in case of retrench-
ment. A large number of respondents had no opinion
presumably because they were unaware of the ramificat-
ions of such a change. Faculty interviewed felt that
the university faculty had high qualifications through
terminal degrees, research, and publications. They
would be eligible for faculty positions at other
institutions in the state system. This may not be the
case in other institutions where terminal degrees
are not always required. Thus those faculty would
not be attractive to the university. The proposed
merger between Boston State College and University of
Massachusetts, Boston campus, is an example where
faculty at Boston State without terminal degrees will
not be accepted by the university.
(g) Statement:
Collective bargaining helps in the administration
of the university.
A NAND D
107 103 l 88
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(h) Statement:
Collective bargaining is a
-hindrance in the admin-
istration of the university.
A NAND D
172 99 127
Statements (g) and (h) are two sides of the same
issues. It is interesting that more faculty disagreed
that collective bargaining helped in the administrat-
ion of the university than those who saw it as a
hindrance
.
(i) Statement:
Salary and benefit increases for University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, faculty over the fiscal
years 1977-80 would have been at different
levels in the absence of collective bargaining.
SMALLER SAME LARGER
147 208 43
A large number of respondents representing 52.2
percent believed that economic benefits would be the
same in the absence of collective bargaining during
1977-80. There were 36.9 percent who felt they would
have been smaller. This is surprising when comparison
is made with (a) in Table 11, which shows that 218
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faculty perceived salaries and pay scales as an import-
ant area for the union. Faculty interviewed felt that
the emphasis by the legislature on maintaining a
no-growth budget placed a heavy constraint on bargaining
for higher salaries. The possibility of cutback and
/r retrenchment overshadows other issues and gives the state
a strong bargaining position on salaries according
to many of those interviewed.
Relevance of Results to Hypotheses
The tables used in this study were compiled using
the Statistical Package for the Social Sciences (SPSS)
as previously noted.
Principal hypothesis .
There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes of the full-time faculty at the
university toward collective bargaining and
demographic variables of age, sex, rank, income,
race, and academic discipline.
Table 13 provides a summary using chi squares
from the cross tabulation tables numbered 15-57* The
variables of age, sex, rank, income, race (group),
and academic disciplines are tabulated. The table
shows that there is no significant relationship at the
.01 level for all variables except race. The chi
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TABLE 12
COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF CURRENT OPTIONS
FOR FACULTY AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS. AMHERST
CODE
ABSOLUTE
FREQUENCY
RELATIVE
FREQUENCY PERCENT
Strongly Agree 1. 100 25.1
Generally Agree 2. 91 22.9
Neither Agree
Nor disagree 3. 51 12.8
Generally Disagree 4.
80 20.1
Strongly Disagree 5. 76 19.1
TOTAL 398 100.0
N= 398
Mean: 2.852
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TABLE 13
CHI SQUARE SUMMARY OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST
OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY AT UNIVERSITY OF
MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, BY VARIABLES OF
AGE. SEX, RANK, INCOME. RACE
.
AND ACADEMIC DISCIPLINE
DEGREES OF VALUES AT
VARIABLE CHI SQUARE FREEDOM .01 LEVEL
Age 204.27612 172 217.280
Sex 2.53261 4 13.2767
Rank 12.97859 12 26.2170
Income 35.52458 32 52.6676
J Race 28.56439 24 23.70
Academic
*
Discipline
:
HFA 1.701 8 20.0902
NSM 6.745 8 20.0902
SBS 7.87 8 20.0902
SBA 2.75 8 20.0902
ED 9.13 8 20.0902
ENG 1.50 8 20.0902
FNR 3.94 8 20.0902
HS 501 8 20.0902
PE 3.82 8 20.0902
* Refer to Appendix 2 for an explanation of the
abbreviations
.
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squares are from the tables where the statement "coll-
ective bargaining is best of current options for faculty
at University of Massachusetts, Amherst", was cross tab- ^ '
ulated with the variables.
Sub-hypotheses
.
(1) There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes toward collective bargaining and professors'
perceptions that their discipline is attracting fewer
undergraduate and graduate students.
(2) Faculty minority members do not differ signific-
antly from other groups in their attitudes toward
collective bargaining.
( 3 ) There is no significant relationship between the
attitudes toward collective bargaining and professors'
self-perception of involvement in research.
(4) There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and professors'
self-percept ion of good employment opportunities
providing job mobility.
(5) There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and perceptions
that power is drifting away from the faculty and in
favor of the administration in Boston, and the state
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legislature in Boston.
(6) There is no significant relationship between
attitudes toward collective bargaining and professors'
perceptions of fairness of treatment by the administ-
ration.
Table 14 provides a summary relating to the
statement that collective bargaining is the best of
^ options for faculty at the university, and selected
statements from the questionnaire. There does not
appear to be any significant relationship between fewer
graduate students and attitudes toward collective
bargaining. The question did not address undergraduate
students enrollment. It was felt that a change in
graduate student enrollment would increase workloads
for faculty and could influence their attitude toward
collective bargaining. There was response from 240
faculty that their teaching load had not increased,
compared to 72 who perceived that it had. The number
of faculty who said graduate student enrollment had
declined was 166
,
compared to 180 who saw no decline.
There is a relationship between attitude toward
collective bargaining and the limiting of faculty
members' research brought by fewer good graduate
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students. It was noted earlier that in the interviews
faculty said that lack of resources for teaching
assistants was a serious drawback to graduate programs
and research.
There is also a relationship between finding /
other employment and attitude toward collective
bargaining. There appears to be a strong relation-
ship toward collective bargaining and perceptions of
a change in the locus of decision-making away from the
faculty and toward the state legislature in Boston.
The strongest relationship, however, appears to be the
perception of fair treatment by the administration
and collective bargaining. This was very observable
in the interviews. The interviews supported the results
of the questionnaire.
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TABLE 14
CHI SQUARE SUMMARY OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING
IS BEST OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY
AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST,
BY SELECTED STATEMENTS FROM QUESTTONNA TRF
STATEMENT CHI SQUARE
DEGREES OF
FREEDOM
VALUES AT
.01 LEVEL
My discipline is
attracting fewer
graduate students 25.736
The lack of availability
of good graduate students
is limiting my research
and the practice of my
specialization 37.980
I could find employment
within a reasonable time
in another academic
institution or in industry
if laid off 39.067
The locus of decision-
making has changed away
from the faculty and
toward the state legislature
in Boston 75.362
Faculty are treated fairly
by the administration
in Whitmore 136.1665
16 31.999
16 31.999
16 31.999
16 31.999
16 31.999
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The demographic variables are self-explanatory.
The schools and colleges are listed on Table 5» As
mentioned earlier, household income was used rather
than only a faculty member's salary. For purposes of
analyzing the data, age reported and household income
were broken into categories.
CHAPTER V
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, AND RECOMMENDATIONS
Demographic variables of age, sex, rank, income,
race, and academic discipline may influence faculty
attitudes toward collective bargaining. A review of the
literature disclosed that Ladd and Lipset (1973) concluded
that a profile of faculty attracted to unionism included
being in the lower tier of academe in terms of scholarly
prestige, financial resources, and economic benefits.
In addition, they are likely to be from the lower ranks,
not tenured, and in a younger age bracket. Other studies
were conducted by Mikell (1978) • and Bryant (1978).
Mikell found that demographic variables of age,
marital status, year appointed to the faculty, social
views, and academic discipline influenced faculty
attitudes toward unionism. Bryant concluded that data
from her study could not be used to predict how faculty
would vote in an election to decide whether or not
faculty should be unionized. Her data did show, however,
that older faculty, female professors, full professors,
and those with tenure reported voting against unionism in
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1973.
This study profiled the faculty at a large public
land-grant research university, where one collective
bargaining agreement had been completed and a second
agreement has been negotiated effective July 1
,
1980 .
We can accept the principal hypothesis that there is
no significant relationship between the attitudes of
the full-time faculty at the university toward collective
bargaining and demographic variables of age, sex, rank,
income, and academic discipline based on the results
shown in Chapter IV, Table 13* We have to accept it
with one reservation, however, based on the analysis
from minority group answers to the questionnaire.
The chi-square on Table 13 shows that a relationship
y does exist between race and attitude toward collective
bargaining, and this will be discussed below with
sub-hypothesis Number (2).
There does not appear to be any significant
difference in the degree of support for unionism consid-
ering age, sex, rank, income, and academic discipline.
While there are no significant differences among faculty
within the different disciplines, the data showed that
there were isolated areas on the campus where there is
more or less support for unionism. Where retrenchment has
been de facto in some disciplines such as History and
139
Languages, some faculty believe that unionism may help
them to strengthen their position in the future.
The results of this study lead to different
conclusions than the Ladd and Lipset Study (1973). There
is support for unionism from faculty within all discip-
lines and ranks of the university, and not only from
those who are younger and not tenured.
We can also accept sub-hypothesis (1) that there
is no significant relationship between the attitudes
toward collective bargaining and professors' percept-
ions that their discipline is attracting fewer under-
graduate and graduate students. We have to reject sub-
hypothesis (2) that faculty minority members do not
differ significantly from other groups in their attitudes
toward unionism. Thirty-seven minority faculty members,
or 38 percent of the minority faculty responded in
favor of collective bargaining. This was higher than the
percentage of other faculty to the population. Thus,
while the numbers are small, the relationship is high
compared to other faculty reporting percentages.
We have to reject sub hypotheses ( 3 ) * (4), (5)»
and (6). Table 14 shows that variables such as self-
perception of involvement in research, good employment
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opportunities, shifting of power from faculty to others,
and fairness of treatment, do significantly influence
faculty toward unionism. To the extent the sample is
representative of the total population, this would
seem a reasonable conclusion.
Emerging patterns .
What has emerged over the years since the first
election on faculty unionism is a greater willingness
to accept collective bargaining by faculty from all
disciplines regardless of age, rank, race, income, and
sex. It is interesting to compare this study with
certain aspects of Bryant’s earlier study on the
results of the 1973 election*
Bryant Study This Study
Age* 46-63 age group Expressed a 46.6 percent
no union
preference
2-1
pro-union vs
4l.8 percent
anti-union
Sext Females 69 .O percent
expressed a
no union
preference
52.5 percent
were pro-
union vs
31 percent
anti -union
Rank* Full Professors 65 percent
expressed a
no union
preference
45 .O percent
were pro-
union vs
42.7 percent
anti-union
l4l
Bryant Study This Study
Tenure i Tenure
d
59 percent
expressed a
no union
4-5.2 percent
preference
pro-union vs
41.6 percent
anti-union
6
What accounts for the change in faculty willingness
to accept unionism since 1973? Faculty interviewed
believed that the leadership on the campus was perceived
as weak and not attuned to the needs of the faculty.
There appeared to be strong opposition to the President
and this brought about a pro-union feeling as faculty
were frustrated with the leadership. The result was the
election of a bargaining unit in 1977. At present, faculty
perceive representation at the university level and at the
Statehouse as unsatisfactory. This supports what was
v reported in the questionnaire. There is strong feeling
that the locus of decision-making has changed away from
the faculty in favor of the administration, and others,
many of whom are bureaucrats in Boston who do not under-
stand the university, its mission, and its goals. Faculty
interviewed were emphatic on this point.
There was frequent criticism that resources are
insufficient for teaching assistants and new equipment.
Younger faculty complained of heavy work loads. Attrition
was seen as one of the reasons for the heavier work
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loads. Faculty were critical of the perceived variations
in leadership of the university over the past five years.
This was seen as having an adverse effect on faculty
loyalty and identification with the university’s mission
and goals. Various unfavorable events such as shortage
of water, the closing of the library, and various
student activities, most notorious being the issue
about bathrooms, were disconcerting to young and old
faculty alike.
We tend to think of unionism in an historic sense
as relating to "bread and butter issues" of take-home
pay, working conditions, and fringe benefits. Faculty
always see these as important but these were not the
principal issues according to faculty interviewed, and
judging by the responses to the questionnaire. Travel
money and funds for research were the main money areas
of concern of those interviewed. They were negative in
their remarks about faculty salaries and the MSP as
already noted, because of the power of the legislature
over the budget.
Faculty interviewed saw the union as good at polit-
ical action and getting better. Job security seems to be
the main issues for the 1980s. Next in importance is /
representation at the decision-making level.
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The Faculty Senate's role traditionally of academic
programming, quality of education, and as a forum for
faculty and administration to debate was seen as very
important to the governance structure. The Senate is
the only body that bring the faculty together for
common purposes.
Faculty were asked in the interviews to express
those areas which they considered to be the most
important in the university in these times*
1. Level of commitment by the State to higher education!
2. Emphasis on the mission and goals of the university;
3. Reallocation of resources on the campus;
4. Greater emphasis on research than on teaching;
5. Imbalance between faculty and enrollment in some
disciplines;
6. Absence of strong leadership;
7. lack of mutual understanding between administration
and faculty;
8. Centralization of control over the management of
public higher education by the state.
Some younger faculty perceived themselves as having
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an imbalanced workload compared to senior professors,
whom they saw as having light work loads. Junior
faculty expressed a preference for rolling tenure
rather than the current system of tenure where senior
professors did not have to account for their production
in terms of work loads (teaching) and publishing.
It would be correct to say there are threats to
public higher education and the faculty. On top of
predictions of falling enrollment in the eighties,
there are the threats of budget cuts, amalgamation of
institutions, and centralization of control by the state.
Proposition which was voted for in the last election
does not appear to have affected public higher education
at this point. In the interviews, faculty expressed
the view that legislators and the public were not
aware of the benefits to the citizens of the Common-
wealth, and to the nation, which are derived by having
a public research university.
Conclusions .
There are three areas of concern which are apparent
from this study* (1) job security? (2) the changing
locus of decision-making? (3) treatment of faculty
by the administration. Job security is threatened by
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the refusal of the legislature to approve funds
requested by the administration. Up to the present,
it has been possible to function by not replacing
faculty who retire or leave the university for other
reasons. However, there are fears that this process
of de facto retrenchment will undermine the quality
of education at the university. There is skepticism
that collective bargaining can lead to salary benefits
for faculty.
The reaction to the statement in the questionnaire
about salary and benefit increases in the absence
of collective bargaining over the years of the first
contract, showed 208 expressing the view that salary
increases would be the same with or without unionism.
This number represented 52.2 percent of total respond-
ents of 398*
The second area of concern has to do with the
changing locus of decision-making. This relates to the
issue of centralization of control over the management
of public higher education. The reorganization of public
Jr
higher education took place by the budgetary process.
The creation of the Board of Regents, the proposed
consolidation of Boston State College with the Boston
campus of the university, and an apparent hard line by
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influential members of the legislature, was seen by
faculty interviewed as threatening to the university.
It may be impossible for the university to continue
at its present level without increased funding. Thus
it is important for faculty to be well-represented at
the legislative level in Boston. This is an area where
future research is needed to determine the strength
of MSP/MTA/NEA . A study could be undertaken to assess *
the actual and potential impact of the union at the
legislative level.
Massachusetts has very liberal laws enacted
that help public employees organize for collective
bargaining purposes. In 1973» legislation was enacted
under the General Lwas of the State of Massachusetts,
Chapter 150E, relating to bargaining by public employees,
entitled Labor Relations: Public Employees. Professional
y
employees can organize under this Statute, and this
includes university faculty. Under Section (1) of the
Statute professional employees are defined as those
engaged in predominantly intellectual work, and where
advanced knowledge is necessary and can be acquired by
a prolonged course of instruction in a higher learning
institution or hospital. No public employee or public
employee organization can engage in strike action.
14?
Grievance procedures must be written into the agreement "
culminating in final and binding arbitration.
If one were to speculate on possible areas
where interesting happenings can be expected, not
based on the data but from personal observations,
the following seem plausible*
1* The Board of Regents may become bogged down in
their efforts to amalgamate some public higher education
institutions, as faculty represented by unions, students,
and politicians representing local interest groups seek
ways to stall or shelve plans for change . The Board
of Regents may find they do not have the power over
the management of public higher education expected
when the Board was established. The legislature is
not likely to give up some of its power to the Board.
2. The MSP and Faculty Senate will likely move
to strengthen their relationship as a means of preserv- ^
ing faculty benefits, and show their joint willingness
to work together for the good of the faculty and the
university.
3. The tightening of control over the student activ-
ities evidenced recently is likely to increase as the
administration meets with success. The press will see
this action as a positive move and in tune with the
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public sentiment that students have to show more
responsibility on campus under the strong leadership
of the Chancellor. More importantly, it will give a
favorable impression to members of the legislature
helping to counter the poor impressions arising out
of the various incidents experienced on the campus
referred to earlier.
4. There will be efforts to increase the use of
facilities at the Boston campus, and it is possible
that this will result in the shifting of some programs
from Amherst to Boston.
It was not my intention to measure the depth of
important attitudes toward collective bargaining held
by the faculty but to show trends. Possible future
studies could try to determine how deep are opinions
to unionism and the MSP. Based on those who responded,
^ it is fair to say that the trend is favorable to
unionism. At the same time, the response to the survey
was low and disappointing. This places serious limit-
ations on interpretation, and a conservative approach
has been taken in interpretating the data and general-
izations. This study has gathered valuable information
which can form the background for further scholarly
*
research.
References
*Anne Lincoln Bryant, "Faculty Collective Bargaining
in Higher Education: A Case Study of the University
of Massachusetts, Amherst Election, November, 1973»"
(Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Massachusetts, 1978), pp. 238-241.
150
BIBLIOGRAPHY
Aaker, David A., and Day, George A. Marketing Research .
New Yorks John Wiley and Son, 1980 .
Adler, D. L. Governance and Collective Bargaining in
Four-Year Institutions 1970-77
. (Nonograph # 3)
.
Washingtons Academic Collective Bargaining Information
Service, 1977.
Angell, G. W. "Suggested Responses to the Impact of
Academic Collective Bargaining on University Costs
and Structure." Journal of College and University
Personnel Association 27 (1) January-February
,
1976.
Angell, G. W. (Editor) Handbook of Faculty Collective
Bargaining; . San Franciscos Jossey-Bass, 1977.
Bain, Trevor. "Academic Governance and Unions: The Case
of CUNY." Industrial Relations 14 (1) February, 1975*
Baldridge, J. Victor. Power and Conflict in the
University . New Yorks John Wiley and Son, 1971.
Baldridge, J. Victor
.
(Editor) Academic Governance .
Berkeleys McCutchan Publishing Company, 1971.
ii Begin, James P. Faculty Governance and Collective
Bargaining: An Early Appraisal . (Special Report)
Number 5* Washington: Academic Collective Bargaining
Information Service, 197*+
•
151
Begin, James P. "Statutory Definitions of the Scope
of Negotiations: The Implications for Traditional
Faculty Governance." Journal of Higher Education .
Volume 49, May-June, 1978.
/ Birnbaum, Robert. Educational Record . Spring, 1976.
In H.B. Means and Philip Sernas. A Chronicle of
Higher Edcuation Handbook: Faculty Collective Bargain-
ing .Washington: Editorial Projects for Education, 1976,
Second Edition.
Blau, P. M. The Organization of Academic Work .
Hew York: John Wiley and Son, 1973*
Boyd, H. W., Jr., Westfall, R., and Stasch, S. F.
Marketing Research . Homewood: Richard D. Irwin, Inc.,
1977.
/
Bryant, Anne L. "Faculty Collective Bargaining in
Higher Education: A Case Study of the University of
Massachusetts, Amherst Election, November, 1973 •"
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Massachusetts, Amherst, 1978.
Carr, R. K., and Van Eyck, D. K. Collective Bargaining
Comes to the Campus . Washington: American Council on
Education, 1973*
Channing, R., Steiner, S., and Timmerman, S.
"Collective Bargaining and its Impact on Board-
Presidential Relationships." In M. Birch (editor)
Collective Negotiations in Higher Education.
Washington: ERIC Clearinghouse for Higher Education,
1973.
152
Chapin, F. S. Experimental Designs in Sociological
Research , New York: Harper, 1955.
Cheit, Earl F. "What Price Accountability?" Change .
Volume 7. Number 9, November 1975.
/ Cohen, M. D., and March, J. G. Leadership and
Ambiguity
. New York: McGraw-Hill Book Company, 1974.
Corson, John J. "Institutional Governance Within a
System." In Association of Governing Reports
. Volume
16, Number 7, April 1974.
Croman, C. "Women and Unions." In E. Reuben, and L.
Hoffman (editors), Unladylike and Unprofessional :
Academic Women and Academic Unions
.New York:
Modern Language Association on the Status of Women,
1975.
Duryea, E. D.
,
Fisk, R. S., and Associates.
Faculty Unions and Collective Bargaining . San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1973*
Garbarino, Joseph W. "Emerging Patterns of Faculty
Collective Bargaining." In James P. Begin (editor),
Academics at the Bargaining Table: Early Experience.
New Brunswick, N.J.: Institute of Management and Labo
Relations, Rutgers University, 1973*
Garbarino, Joseph W. "Faculty Union Activity in Higher
Education - 1974." Industrial Relations 14 (1) February,
1975.
Garbarino, Joseph W. "Faculty Union Activity in Higher
Education - 1975." Industrial Relations 15 (1) February,
1976.
153
Garbarino, Joseph W. f and Lawler, John. "Faculty
Union Activity in Higher Education - 1976 ."
Industrial Relations 16 (1) February, 1977.
Gerth, H. H., and Mills, C. Wright. Max Weber .
London: Oxford University Press, 1946.
Gilmore, Carol B. "The Impact of Faculty Collective
Bargaining on the Administration of Public Higher
Education in the United States with Particular Emphasis
on the Hew England Region." Unpublished doctoral
dissertation, University of Massachusetts, Amherst,
1979.
Gross, E., and Grambsh, P. V. Changes in University
Organization 1964-1971 . A Report Prepared for the
Carnegie Commission on Higher Education. Hew York:
McGraw-Hill, 1974.
Helsabeck, Robert E. The Compound System . Berkeley:
Center for Research and Development in Higher Education,
1973.
Hinds, Robert R. "Analysis of a Faculty: Profession-
alism, Evaluation, and the Authority Structure." In
J. Victor Baldridge (editor), Academic Governance .
Berkeley: MeCutchan Publishing Company, 1974.
Howe, Ray A. "Analysis of Some Aspects of Social
Conflict at Henry Ford Community College ( 1963-1973) •"
Research Summary H 4 . Washington: Information Service,
March, 1977*
Kelley, Edward P., Jr. "Writing Language to Avoid
Grievances." In George W. Angell, and Edward P. Kelley,
Jr. (editors), Handbook of Faculty Bargaining . San
Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1977*
154
Kemerer, Frank R., and Baldridge, J. Victor. Unions
on Campus . San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1975.
Kerlinger, Fred. N. Foundations of Behavioral Research .
New York: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, Inc., 1973.
^ Ladd, E. C., Jr., and Lipset, S. M. Professors. Unions,
and American Higher Education . Berkeley: Carnegie
Commission, 1973*
Laity, R. W. "Resolving Faculty Grievances at Rutgers
University." In James P. Begin (editor), Academics at
the Bargaining Table: Early Experience . Washington:
ERIC Clearinghouse for Higher Education, 1973*
y/'-J Lee, Barbara A. Collective Bargaining in Four-Year
Colleges . Washington: ERIC Clearinghouse for Higher
Education, 1978*
Liberman, Nyron. "The Future of Collective Negotiations.
Phi Delta Kappan, 53 (4) December, 1971*
Lozier, G. G. "Changing Attitudes Toward the use of
Strikes in Higher Education." Journal of College arid
University Personnel . April 1974.
Lozier, G. G. "Negotiating Retrenchment Provisions."
In George W. Angell, and Edward Kelley, Jr. (editors),
Handbook of Faculty Bargaining . San Francisco:
Jossey-Bass, 1977*
Lussier, Virginia. "Faculty Bargaining Associations:
National Objective Versus Campus Contracts." Journal
of Higher Education 66 (5) September-October 1975*
155
March, James G. t and Simon, Herbert A. Organizations .
Hew York; John Wiley and Sons, 1958*
Mayhew, Lewis B. "Faculty Demands and Faculty Militance."
Journal of Higher Education 40 (5) May, 1969 .
Millett, John D. The Academic Community . Mew York;
McGraw-Hill, 1962.
^ Mikell, Robert S. "An Investigation of the Attitudes
of Administrators, Department Chairpersons, and Faculty
toward Collective Bargaining and Job Satisfaction."
Unpublished doctoral dissertation, University of
Southern California, Fresno, 1978.
Mintner, W. John, "Economic Trends in Higher Education."
Change
.
February, 1979*
Mortimer, Kenneth P., and Lozier, G. Gregory. "Collective
Bargaining; Implications For Governance." University
Park, Pennsylvania; Center for the Study of Higher
Education, 1972.
Mortimer, Kenneth P., and Lozier, G. Gregory. "Contracts
of Four-Year Institutions." In E.D.Duryea, Robert S.
Fisk, and Associates (editors), Faculty Unions and
Collective Bargaining . San Francisco: Jossey-Bass, 1973*
Oppenheim, A. N. Questionnaire Design and Attitude
Measurement . Mew York: Basic Books, 1966 .
v Parsons, Talcott, and Platt, Gerald K. The American
University . Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1973*
s Payne, Stanley. The Art of Asking Questions . Pronceton:
Princeton University Press, 1951*
156
Rehmus, C. M. "Alternatives to Bargaining and Tradition-
Governance." In T. N. Tice and G . Vi. Holmes (editors),
Faculty Powers Collective Bargaining on Camous. Ann
Arbors The Institute of Continuing Legal Education,
1973-
^ Ringer, Fritz. "Academic Governance and Collective
Bargaining." Academe, Volume 66, February 1980 .
Roley, Gary L., Baldridge, J. Victor, Curtis, David V.,
and Ecker, George. Policy making and Effective Leader-
ship . San Franciscos Jossey-Bass, 1978.
Schuster, J. H. (editor), "Encountering the Unionized
University." New Directions for Higher Education
.
Spring, 197^.
Scott, Robert A. "The Hidden Costs of Government
Regulations." Change
.
April 1978.
Schwartz, Stanley J. "A Study of the Effect of Collective
Bargaining on Four Selected Universities in the Common-
wealth of Pennsylvania." Unpublished doctoral dissertat-
ion, Temple University, 1979*
Shark, A. "Current Status of College Students in
Academic Collective Bargaining." Washingtons Academic
Collective Bargaining Information Service, July 1975*
Sheatsley, P. B. "An Analysis of Interview Character-
istics and their Relationship to Performance, Part
III," International Journal of Opinion and Attitude
Research, Volume 5» Summer, 1951*
157
Stafford, Richard, and Lustberg, Larry. Higher Education
/ in Massachusetts: Issues in their Context . Boston:
Prepared for the Sloan Commission on Government and
Higher Education, 1978.
Stillman, Richard J. Public Administration: Concepts
and Cases . Boston: Houghton Mifflin Company, 1976.
Stroup, Herbert. Bureaucracy in Higher Education .
New York: The Free Press, 1966.
, Sturner, William F. "Struggling With the Unknown: The
First Year of Collective Bargaining." The Journal of
College and University Personnel Association.
January- February 1976.
Tice, T. N., and Holmes G. W. (Editors), Faculty Bargain-
in the Seventies . Ann Arbor: The Institute of Continuing
Legal Education, 1973*
Wardwell, Walter I. "Unionization or Collegiality
:
A False Dichotomy in Higher Education." Academe ,
February 1979*
y Weber, Max. The Theory of Social and Economic
Organization . New York: The Free Press, 19^7
•
APPENDIX 1
The Questionnaire
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3.
What is your school or college?
2. What is your department?
3. What is your rank?
4. What is the year of your appointment at University of
Massachusetts?
5 . What is your tenure status?
Tenured Not tenured
Tenure decision year Not tenured or not in track
or not applicable
6
.
What is your age?
?. What is your sex? Male Female
8
.
Are you a member of a minority group?
No Asian
HandicappedBlack
Hispanic Other
9
.
What is your annual household income?
Under $20,000
$20,001-$25.000
$25,ooi-$30,ooo
$30,0Cl-$35.000
$35.ooi-$4o,ooo
$40, 001 -$45 , 000
$45,001-$50,000
Over $50,000
10. Would you rank from "1" as primary to
’• 6 " where your
professional duties lie mainly?
Teaching Research Consulting Service(on campus)
Service (off campus) Administration
11. What percent of your teaching load is devoted
to graduate
and undergraduate instruction?
Graduate Undergraduate
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12. Which statement most closely corresponds to your opinions about
treatment of faculty members at Ur.iv. of Kass., Amherst?
STRONGLY GENERALLY NEITHER GENERALLY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE
DISAGREE
Faculty are treated fairly
at the department level.
Faculty are treated fairly
by their dean.
Faculty are treated fairly
by the administration in
Whitmore.
13» Faculty representation in policy and decision-making at Ur.iv. of
Nass., Amherst, is satisfactory:
At the department level.
At the school or college
level
.
At the university level.
At the state level, i.e.,
at the legislative level
in Boston.
Do faculty at the Ur.iv. of Mass., Amherst, believe their prerogatives
are being usurped? Questions lb, 15. snd It deal with that issue:
lb. Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the admin-
istration in Whitmore?
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STRONGLY GFNFRALLY N'ITHfr GFNFF.ALLY STRONGLYAGRFF AGRFF AGRFF NOR D1SAGRFE DlSAGRr F
PISAGR^F
15* Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the president’s
office in Boston?
l6. Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the state
legislature in Boston?
Which statement best describes your opinions about your discipline?
Please respond to each question.
1?. My discipline is attracting fewer graduate students.
18. The lack of availability of good graduate students has led to an
increase in my undergraduate teaching load.
19* The lack of availability of good graduate students is limiting my
research and the practice of m,y specia_ization.
20. I could find employment within a reasonable period in another
academic institution or in industry if laid off at Univ. of Mass.
Which statement characterizes your opinions toward unionism?
riease respond to each question.
21. Collective bargaining is the best of current options available for
faculty either to improve their position or to prevent it from deterior-
ating further
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STRONGLY GENERALLY
AGREE AGREE
CENTRALLY STRONGLY
22. Faculty participation ir* decision-making is enhanced through
collective bargaining.
23. Faculty should have the option of strike action.
2U. One big union representing all professors in state institutions
offers greater bargaining power than the present arrangement where
there are five separate faculty barraining units in state institutions
in Massachusetts.
25* Unionism is not necessary at Ur.iv. of Mass., Amherst.
26. One big bargaining unit would facilitate exchanges of faculty
among various elements of the statewide system of public higher
education in Massachusetts.
2?. Collective bargaining helps in t! . administration of the university.
28. Collective bargaining is a hindrance in the administration of the
university.
29 . Salary and benefit increases for Univ. of Mass., Amherst, faculty
over the fiscal years 1977-30 would have been at different levels in
the absence of collective bargaining*
SmaHer Fxactly the same Larger
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STRONGLY GENERALLY NEITHER GENERALLY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE NOP. DISAGREE D1 SAC RE-
DISAGREE
^
30.
Unionism can be most effective for Univ. of Mass., Ambers'.
,
faculty
in the areas of:
A. Salaries and pay scales
B. Fringe benefits (sick
leave, insurance, etc.)
C. Retention, tenure, and
promotion policies.
D. Seniority as a basis
for making personnel decisions.
F. Academic working conditions
(teaching load, class size, etc.)
F. Grievance procedures
G. Academic freedom.
K. Sabbatical ar.d other
types of faculty leaves
1. Other (please explain)
31. In which of these areas do you believe the union has been most
effective? (Would you rank your choices, using 1 as the highest)
A. B. C. D. E. F. G. H. I.
32. Are you worried about centralization of state control over public
higher education?
Greatly worried Worried Not worried
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete my questionnaire.
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APPENDIX 2
Summary of responses to the questionnaire
Abbreviations
Humanities and Fine Arts HFA
Natural Sciences and Mathematics NSM
Sociology and Behavioral Sciences SBS
School of Business Administration SBA
School of Education ED
School of Engineering ENG
College of Food and Natural Resources FNR
School of Health Sciences HS
School of Physical Education PE
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UFA 92 SBA 17
NSM 65 ZD. 32
SBS 59 ENG 23
FNR 71 NO RESPONSE 10
KS IB
PE 11
1. What is your Bchool or college? TOTAL 1 396
2. What is your department?
3. What is your rank? PB07. 213 ASSOC. 120 ASST. 59 ~ 392
9.
What is the year of your appointment at University of
Massachusetts?
5. What is your tenure status?
Tenured 83-9^ 332 Mot tenured 1 6 . 6% 66
Tenure decision year Not tenured or not in track
or not applicable
What is your age?
7. What is your sex? Male
3
37 64.6ft Female 6l 15*95*
8. Are you a member of a minority group?
Mo 355 Asian §
Black 9^_ Handicapped ?
Hispanic 5 Other —15
9. What is your annual household income?
Under $20,000 2? $35 . 001 -$90 , 000 _LL
3U
29
31
$20, 001 -$25. 000 53 $90,001 -$95, 000
$25 , 001 -$30 , 000 75 $95.001-$50,000
$30 , 001-835,000 79 Over $50,000
10. Would you rank from "l" as primary to "6’' where your
professional duties lie mainly?
Teaching Research Consulting Service(on ranpus)
Service ( off campus) Administration
11. What percent of your teaching load is devoted to graduate
and undergraduate instruction? ITkK
- 38.285
Graduate Undergraduate
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12. Which statement most closely corresponds to your opinions about
treatment of faculty members at Univ. of Mass., Amherst?
STRONGLY GENERALLY NEITHER GENERALLY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE
DISAGREE
Faculty are treated fairly
at the department level. 127 191 39 29 12
Faculty are treated fairly
by their dean. 68 203 73 38 Ik
Faculty are treated fairly
by the administration in
Whitmore
.
20 118 111* 97 49
13* Faculty representation in policy and decision-making at Univ. of
Mass., Amherst, is satisfactory:
At the department level. 176 16A» 28 19 11
At the school or college
lfvel . 64 160 97 56 19
At the university level. 2k 78 103 12E 65
At the state level, i.e.,
at the legislative level
in Eostcn. 11 9 85 117 176
Do faculty at the Univ. of Mass., Amherst , believe their prerogatives
are being usurped? Questions 14, 15 , and 16 deal with that issue
:
14. Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the admin-
istration in Whitmore? 103 136 6k 57 18
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STRONGLY CRN*"RALLY NFITHFR GENERALLY STRONGLYAGRFF AGRFf agrff NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE
DISAGRFF
15* Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the president’s
office in Boston? 72 120 126 63 17
16. Do you perceive that the locus of decision-making has changed at
Univ. of Mass., Amherst, away from the faculty and toward the state
legislature in Boston? 96 152 89 **7 14
Which statement best describes your opinions about your discipline?
Please respond to each question.
17. My discipline is attracting fewer graduate students.
53 113 52 105 75
18. The lack of availability of good graduate students has led to an
increase in my undergraduatg teachinj^load
. ^ ^
19. The lack of availability of good graduate students is limiting my
research ar.d the practice of my specialization.
39 62 82 £8 112
20. I could find employment within a reasonable period in another
academic institution or in industry if laid off at Univ. of Mass.
110 12L 62 ±5 37
Which statement characterizes your opinions toward unionism?
Please respond to each question.
21.
Collective bargaining is the best of current options available for
faculty either to improve their position or to prevent it from deterior-
r .. 100 91 51 80 76ating further
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STRONGLY GFNFRALLY NFITHFR GENERALLY STRONGLY
AGREE AGREE AGREE NOR DISAGREE DISAGREE
DISAGREE
22. Faculty participation in decision-making is enhanced through
collective bargaining. 65 88 69 91 85
23. Faculty should have the option of strike action.
10** 84 56 67 87
24. One big union representing all professors in state institutions
offers greater bargaining power than the present arrangement where
there are five separate faculty bargaining units in state institutions
in Massachusetts . **5 72 122 9*» 65
25. Unionism is not necessary at Univ. of Mass., Amherst.
79 7** 64 67 114
26. One big bargaining unit would facilitate exchanges of faculty
among various elements of the statewide system of public higher
education in Massachusetts.
16 46 178 87 71
/ 27. Collective bargaining helps in tie administration of the universit
35 72 103 98 90
28. Collective bargaining is a hindrance in the administration of the
university. 77 95 99 65 62
29. Salary and benefit increases for Univ. of Mass., Amherst, faculty-
over the fiscal years 1977-80 would have been at different levels in
the absence of collective bargaining!
Smaller 1**7 Fxactly the same 208 Larger
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STRONGLY
AGREE
GENERALLY
AGREE
NEITHER
AGREE NOR
DISAGREE
GENERALLY
DISAGREE
STRONCLY
DISAGREE
30 • Unionism can be most effective for Univ. of Ma ss., Amherst, facult;
in the areas ofi
A. Salaries and pay scales
82 136 78 67 35
B. Fringe benefits (sick
leave, insurance, etc.) 73 176 ?b 50 25
C. Retention, tenure, and
promotion policies. 80 118 83 79 38
D. Seniority as a basis
for making personnel decisions.
115 12b 50 b6
F . Academic working conditions
(teaching load, class size, etc
L3
.)
99 117 91 us
F. Grievance procedures 96 m 67 28 33
G. Academic freedom. 7b 97 105 59 63
Y.
.
Sabbatical and other
tvoes of faculty leaves b9 10k 137 6b bb
I. Other (please explain)
15 13 358 b 8
31. In which of these areas do you believe the union has beer, most
effective? (Would you rank your choices, using 1 as the highest)
A. B. C. D. E. F. G. H. I.
32. Are you worried about centralization of state control over public
higher education?
Greatly worried 1 51 Worried 162 Mot worried &5
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete my questionnaire.
APPENDIX 3
Outline of questions raised
in the faculty interviews
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INTERVIEWS WITH SELECTED FACULTY MEMBERS
Principal areas for discussions :
1. The retrenchment issue.
2. Salaries and the eroding of professors' purchasing
power.
3» Working conditions.
4. Governance issues.
Questions .
1. The retrenchment issue
t
(1) Do ypu perceive that retrenchment will take
place in your department?
(2) Do you perceive that your job or any of
your colleagues' jobs could be retrenched?
(3) Has your department taken any steps on the
behalf of the faculty in case there is retrenchment?
(4) Do you perceive that the union (MSP) can
have any influence over retrenchment which could be
of benefit to the faculty?
(5) Are you satisfied with the retrenchment
clause in the new contract?
2. Salaries:
(1) Do you believe that your salary and the
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salary scales at the university are equitable consider-
ing the salary scales at the State and Community
colleges?
(2)
Do you perceive that the MSP has been able
to affect salary increases and levels for the faculty?
3. Working conditions*
(1) Where do you consider areas where working
conditions can be most improved?
(2) Do you considering working conditions as
improving, not changing, or deteriorating at the univ-
ersity?
(3) Is your work load changing, and if so, in
what way?
(4) Do you have the equipment you need to
oractice your specialization?
(5) Are there sufficient graduates students in
your discipline?
(6) Do you perceive the MSP as being effective
in improving woeking conditions?
4. Governance .
(1) Do you perceive that the administration
consults sufficienty with the faculty on academic
matters?
(2) Do you perceive that the faculty senate has
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influence to represent the faculty viewpoint on
academic matters?
(3) Do you perceive that the senate and the union
are compatible on this campus?
v (4) Do you believe that the union has a positive
or negative influence in the governance of the univer-
sity?
(5) If an election were held today, would you
vote for unionism?
(6) Are you satisfied with the representation
of the MSP?
(7) What do you consider the most crucial
problem facing the university and the faculty?
APPENDIX 4
Tables 15 to 58
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TABLE IS
CROSS TA BULAT IOH OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST
OR CURRENT CPC IONS FOR FACULTY BY COLLEGE OF
ARTS AND SCIENCES. HUT"AMTIES FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
Pr SFONSr
CCL PCT
TOTAL FCT FPOr . ASSOC. ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1 . 23
56-9
25.0
11
28.2
37.9
11.9
r
12.8
91.6
5' 1*
39
^2.3
GA 2. 12
52.2
23.5
13.0
8
3^-7
26.6
6.7
3
13-0
25.0
30
23
23.O
NANO 3- U
6i.U
7.6
^•3
1 1 6
6.5
CD k. k
Ul.L
7.e
*0
14
Uk.U
13.6
*•3
1 9
9.8
SD 3. 8
53-3
15-7
E.7
5
33-3
17.2
5.^
2
13.3
16.6
2.1
15
16.3
colutn
TOTAL 51 29 12 92
N = 92
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TABLE 16
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CLr.R.LI-.T CPTIOl.S FOR FACULTY BY COLLEGE OF ARTS AND
SCIENCES. NATURAL SCIENCES AND NiAThElvATICS FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT SOW
tnm "DC AT ACC AT ACC/?R^SPONS” TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1. 11 u 2 17
6L.? 23.5 11.8 26.1
2e.2 22.2 25.0
16.9 6.1 3.1
GA 2. 5 3 3 11
*5.** 27.3 27.3 16 .
$
12.8 16.6 37.5
7.7 14.6 14.6
HAND 3- U 3 1 1
12 .:50.0 37.5
10.2 16.6
6.1 14.6
CD 10 5 1 12A.62.5 31.2
25.6 31.6
15-3 7.7
SD 5- 9
69.2
3
23.1
1
*0
23 .O 16.6
13-B 14.6
CGLWH
TOTAL 39 18 8
60.0 27.7 12.3 100
K
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TABLE 17
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY COLLEGE OP ARTS AND
SCIENCES. SOCIOLOGY AND BEHAVIORAL SCIENCES FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
CCL PCT ROW
R-SPONS^ TO? PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1 . 5
35-7
16.1
8.5
5
35-7
25.0
8.5
U
28.6
50.0
6.8
11*
23.7
GA 2 . 11
i*7.6
35-5
16.6
9
39.1
i+5.0
15.2
3
13.0
37.5
5.0
23
38.9
NAND 3. 5
100.0
16.1
8.5
5
8.5
GD it. 7
53-8
22.6
11-9
5
3e.5
25.0
8.5
l 13
22.2
SD 5. 3
75-0
9.7
5.1
1 U
6.7
COllvK
TOTAL 31
52-5
20
33-9
8
13-6
59
100.0
N = 59
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TABLE 18
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLT CTIVF BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY SCHOOL OF BUSINESS
ADMINISTRATION FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
R^SPCNS" TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1. 5
83-3
50.0
29.
^
GA 2. 1
NAND 3- 1
GD
SD 5* 3
COLUMN
TOTAL 10
58.8
1 6
35-3
2 1 ^
23-5
1 1 3
17.6
1 1
3
i* 3 1?
23-5 17.7 100.0
N = 17
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TABLE 19
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS B^ST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY SCHOOL OF EDUCATION FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1.
GA 2.
NAND 3.
GD 4.
SD 5«
COLUKN
TOTAL
3 2
**2 .
8
28.6
15.8 22.2
9.3 6.2
8
88.8
42.1
25.0
1
2 4
33-3 66.6
10.5 4L.4
6.2 12.5
3 2
42.8 28.6
15.8 22.2
9.3 6.2
3
42.8
15.8
9.2
19 9
59.4 28.
1
2 ?
28.6 21.8
50.0
6.2
9
28.1
2 ?
28.6 21. e
50.0
6.2
3
4 32
12.5 100.0
n=32
sO
l'
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TABLE 20
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS B^ST OF
CURRFNT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY SCHOOL OF ENGINEERING FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
RFSPOTJS^ TOT PCT PROF . ASSOC . ASST
.
TOTAL
SA 1.
GA 2 . 1 1 3
13-0
NAND 3- 4
66.6
17.4
28.5
1 1 6
26.0
GD 4. 5
62.5
35-7
21.7
2 1 8
34.8
SO 3.
COLUT’N
TOTAL
3
60.0
21.4
13-0
14
60.8
1 1
5 u
21.7 17-5
3
21.7
23
100.0
N = 23
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TABLE 21
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOP. FACULTY EY FOOD AND NATURAL RESOURCFS FACULTY
R~SPONSr
COUNT
ROW PCT
CCL PCT
TCT PCT PROF. ASSOC . ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1 . 4
50.0
10.0
5.6
3
37.5
15-8
4.2
1 8
11.3
GA 2 . 6
46.1
15-0
8.4
4
30.7
21.0
5-6
3
23 .0
25.0
4.2
13
18.3
LAND 3. 5
83.3
12.5
7.0
1 6
8.4
CD 1*. 10
55-5
25-0
14.0
4
22.2
21.0
5.6
4
22.2
33-3
5.6
18
25.3
SD 5- 15
57.7
37-5
21.0
7
26.9
36.8
9.6
4
15.
^
33-3
5.6
26
36.
6
COLW3C
TOTAL 40
56.3
19
26.8
12
16.9
71
100.0
N=?l
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TABLE 22
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY HEALTH SCIENCES FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
R~SFPNSr TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC
.
AST". TOTAL
SA 1 . 2 2 2 6
330
GA 2. 3 k
22.3
NAND 3. 1 2 3
16.6
CD 2
11 .
SD 5* 2 316.6
coluit:
TOTAL ** 9 5 18.0
N = l6
m
rv)
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TABLE 2E
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF
CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY PHYSICAL EDUCATION FACULTY
RFSPONSr
ROW
PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1 . 11
GA 2 . 2 13
NAND 3. 11
GD ^ • 1 12
SD 5* 3 1 1
COLUKN
TOTAL k 2 5 11
36.3 18.2 L5.5 100.0
N = 1
1
TABLE 24
CPCSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS THE BEST OF CURRENT
OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY RANK
COUNT
ROW PCT RANK
3-COL PCT NOT 1 • c • ROW
Rr SPONS'c TOTAL PCT GIV^N FROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA ‘ 1
. 3 51 29 17 100
3-0 51 .0 29.0 17.0 25.1
50.0 23.9 24.2 26. e
.8 12.8 7-3 4.3
GA 2. 0 45 30 16 91
49-5 33.0 17.6 22.5
21.1 25.0 27.1
11.3 7.5 4.0
NAND 3* 3 26 14 6 51
5-9 51.0 27-5 15-7 12.8
40.0 12.2 11.7 13.6
.8 6.5 3.5 2.0
GD 4 . 0 42 27 11 80
52.5 33.7 13-3 20.1
19.7 22.5 18.6
10.6 6.8 2.8
SD 5. o 1*9 20 7 76
eu.s 28.3 9.2 19.1
23.0 16.7 11.9
12.3 5.0 1.8
COLUHv
TOTAL 6 213 120 59 396
1.5 53.5 30.2 14.
e
100.0
N-39B
CKi Square= 12 . 97859 , 12 decrees of f reedor.. significance =.3706
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TABLE 25
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS THE BEST OF CURRENT
OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY TENURE STATUS
RESPONSE
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
0
NOT TENURED
1
tenure;
SA 1 . 22 78
22.1 76.0
33-3 23-5
5-1 19.6
GA 2. 19 72
20.9 79.1
28.8 21.7
4.8 16.1
NAND 3. 7 44
13.1 86.3
10.6 13-3
1.8 11.1
GD 4 . 10 70
12.5 87.5
15-2 21.1
2.5 17.6
SD 5. 8 68
10.5 89.5
12.1 20.5
2.0 17.1
COLUKN
TOTAL 66 332
16.6 83.4
K'39P
Chi square=6.6l60C , t defrees of freedor., significance
ROW
TOTAL
100
25-1
91
22.9
51
12.8
80
20.1
76
19.1
398
100.0
=
.1576
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TABLE 26
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS THE BEST OF
CURRENT 0F71CNS FOR FACULTY EY AGE
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT UNDER OVER
RESPONSE TOT PCT 36-45 46-55 ii
SA 1.
GA 2.
NAND 3-
GD 4.
15 32 33 20
15.0 32.0 33.0 20.0
23.0 23.0 27.2 22.4
3.0 8.0 8.0 3-0
16 30 28 17
17.5 32.9 30.8 18.8
26.6 23.4 23.1 19.1
4.0 7.0 7.0 4.0
13 14 14 10
23.4 17.3 27.5 19.6
21.6 10.9 10.9 11.2
3-0 3.0 3.0 2.0
10 32 27 11
12.5 40.0 33.7 13-8
16.6 23.0 22.3 12.3
2.0 6.0 6.0 2.0
SD 5- 6
7.9
10.0
1.3
CCLUl.'N
TOTAL 60
15-0
20 19 31
26.3 25.0 40.8
13-6 15.7 34.6
3.0 4.0 7.0
128 121 89
32.2 30.4 22.4
ROW
TOTAL
100
23.1
91
22.6
31
12 .
e
eo
20.1
76
19-2
396
100.0
K-398
Chi squarr= 204.27612, 172 defrecs of freedom, sirr.if
icance= .0433
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TABLE 27
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS THE BEST OF CURRENT
OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY SEX
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT FEKALF VALE TOTAL
SA 1 . 17 83 100
17.0 83 .O 25.1
27.9 24.6
4-3 20.9
GA 2 . 15 76 91
16.5 83.5 22.9
24.6 22.6
3.8 19.1
NAND 3- 10 41 51
19.6 60.4 12.8
GD 4. 11 69 80
13.7 86.2 20.1
18.0 20.5
2.8 17-3
SD 5. 8 68 76
10.5 89.5 19.1
13.1 20.2
2.9 17.1
COLUKK
TOTAL 61 337 398
150 84.7 100 .c
N = 39P
Chi square 3 ?. 53261 , 4 defrees of freedom, 6ifr.if icance
3
. 63 ES
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TABLE 28
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS
BEST OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY GROUP
COUNT
ROW PCT NOT
RESPONSE
COL PCT
TOT PCT
V.INOR IT Y
GROUP BLACK HISPANIC OTHER
SA 1 . 84 2 1 11
84.0 2.0 1.0 11.0
23.7 22.2 20.0 67.7
21.1 .5 •3 2.9
GA 2. 83 4 1 3
91.2 4.4 1.1 3-3
23.4 44.4 20.0 40.0
20.9 1.0 • 3 .8
NAKD 3- 46 0 1 2
90.2 0 2.0 3-9
13-0 0 20.0 33-3
11.6 0 .3 1-3
GD 4. 69 3
86.2 3*7
19.4 33-3
17.3 *8
1 5
1.2 6.2
20.0 33*3
.3 1-3
SD 5. 73 0
96.1 0
20.6 0
18.3 0
1 2
1.3 2.6
20.0 13*3
.3 -5
COLUT'N
TOTAL 355 9
89.2 2.3
5
1-3
29
7.3
N* 398
Chi Square= 28.56439, 24 degrees of freedom. significance
=
.2370
ROW
TOTAL
100
25.1
91
22.9
51
12.8
80
20.1
76
19.1
398
100.0
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TABLE 29
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS THE BEST
OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY EY HOUSEHOLD IK CONS
COUNT
ROW PCT
RrSPCN S~
COL PCT
TOT PCT
UNDER
$30,000
$30,001-
40.000
$40,001-
30.000
OVER
$50,000
SA 1 . 46 34 11 9
46.0 34.0 11.0 9-0
29.7 22.0 19.0 29.0
11.6 8.3 2.e 2.3
GA 2. 39 30 16 6
42.8 33.0 17.6 6.6
25.2 19.3 27.6 19-4
9.8 7.5 4.0 .7
HAND 3. 20 18 11 2
39-2 33.3 21.6 3.9
12.9 11.7 19.0 6.4
5.0 4-5 2.8 • 3
4. 28 35 10 7
33.0 43.7 12.5 8.7
18.1 22.7 17.2 23-3
7.0 8.8 2.5 1.8
5. 22 37 10 7
28.9 46.7 13.1 9.2
14.2 24.0 17.2 2.3
5.5 90 2.5 1.8
C OLl'TT'.
TCTAL 155 154 58 31
38.9 38.7 14.6 7.8
**398
.
Chi square *35. 52^58, 3? degrees of freedom, significance
ROW
TCTAL
100
23.1
91
22.9
51
12.8
80
20.1
76
19.1
398
100.0
.3057
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Strongly Agree
Generally Agree
Neither Agree
Nor Disagree
Generally Disagree
Strongly Disagree
N = 3?6
TABLE 30
UNIONISM IS NOT NECESSARY
NIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS. AMHERST
COD"
ABSOLUTE
FREQUENCY
RELATIVE FREQUENCY
PF.RCrNT
1. 79 19.8
2 . 74 16.6
3. 64 16.1
4. 67 16.6
3. 114 28.6
398 100.0
NTAN t 3.158
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TABLE 11
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONISM IS NO? NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, BY
COLLEGE OF ARTS AND SCIENCES, HUMANITIES AND
FINE ARTS FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
CCL PCT
P.-SPO':S~ TOTAL PCT PROF. ASSC". ASS?.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 9
56.2
17.6
9-6
5
31 .2
17.2
5-h
2
12-5
16.6
2.2
16
17.
^
GA 2 . U
57.1
7.8
2
28.6
6.9
2.2
1
1^.3 7.
NAND 3. 6 3 1 12
66.6 25.0 13.0
15-7 10.3
8.7 2.2
GD l*. B 6 2 16
50.0 37.5 12.5 17.
^
15-7 20.7 16.6
SD 5- 22 13 6 4l
53-6 31 .7 1^.6 Uk . 6
*0-1 Lli .6 50.0
23.9 l**.l 6.5
COLUMN
TOTAL 51
29 12 92
55-^ 31-5 13.1 100.0
N c 92
CT>
*vj
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TABLE 32
CROSS TABULATION OF UN I OMSK. IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVFRSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, BY COLLEGE OF
ARTS AND SCIENCES, NATURAL SCIENCFS AND MATHEMATICS FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT FRCy . ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1 . 10 5
66.6 33-3
26.3 26.3
15-
^
7.7
15
23.0
GA 2. 5
,
**
^5 .^ 36.3
13.1 21.0
7.7 6.1
2 11
18.2 16.9
23.0
3.0
NAND 3. 5 u
38.5 30.8
13.1 21 .0
7.7 6.1
4 13
30.8 20.0
30.0
6.1
GD *+• U 2
66.6 33-3
10.3 5.2
6.1 3.0
6
9.2
SD 5. l u
70.0
36.6
21.3
COLUMN
TOTAL 38
58.3
k 2 20
20.0 10.0 30.7
21.0 25.0
6.1 3-0
19 8 63
29.2 12.3
N = 65
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TABLE T3
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AKKFRST, BY COLL^GF
ARTS AND SCIFNCFS
,
SOCIAL AND BEHAVIORAL SC1FNCFS FACULTY
response
COUNT
rov; PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1 . 2
66.6
6.2
3.4
1 3
5.0
GA 2 . 12
75.0
37.5
20.3
4
25.0
20.0
6.7
16
27.1
NAND 3- 4
80.0
12.5
6.7
1 5
6.5
GD 4. 7
36.8
21.9
11.9
8
42.1
40.0
13.5
4
2 1.0
57.0
6.7
19
32.0
SD 5. 7
43.7
21.9
11.9
6
37.5
30.0
10.2
3
16.7
42.8
5.0
16
27.1
COLUEH
TOTAL 32 20 7 59
54.2 33.9 11.9 100.0
N = 59
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TABLE 34
CROSS TABULATION OP UNIONISM IS NOT NECESSARY
AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, EY SCHOOL
OF BUSINESS ADMINISTRATION FACULTY
R^SPOMST
ROW
PROF . ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1. 3 3
GA 2. 2
KAND 3- L
GD 3 1
SD 5- U
cciurc
TOTAL 11 2 1?
6L .5 23.5 11.7 100.0
N = 1
7
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TABLE 35
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIOKI SI*. IS NOT N^C^SSAF.Y AT UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, BY SCHOOL OF FDUCAT I ON FACULTY
RESPONSE
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1
.
4
100.0
21.0
12,5
4
12.5
CA 2. 2
40.0
10.5
6.2
3
60.0
33-3
9-4
5
15-6
NAND 3. 4
10.5
21.0
12.5
3
33-3
33-3
9.4
2
22.2
50.0
6.2
9
28.1
CD 4. 4
62.5
21.0
12.5
1 1 6
18.7
SD 3- 5
62.5
26.3
15-6
2
50.0
22.2
6.2
1 8
25-0
CCLUIvN
TCTAL 1 ? 9 4 32
59-4 28.1 12.5 100.0
N=3 2
TA3LE 36
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST' IS NOT NECESSARY
At university of iassachusetts. av.hep.st. py kai y,
count
ROW PCT
CCL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST. TOTAL
SA 1. 50 21 6 79
630 26.6 10.1 19.8
23.5 17.5 13.6
12.6 5-3 2.0
GA 2. 42 22 9 74
56.3 29.7 12.2 18.6
19.7 18.3 15-3
10.6 5.5 2.3
HAND 3 • 33 18 11 64
51.6 28.1 17.2 16.1
15.5 15.0 18.6
8.3 4.5 2.8
GD 4. 29 25 13 67
43.3 37-3 19.4 16.8
13.6 20.8 22.0
7.3 6.3 30
SD 5. 59 34 18 114
51.8 29.8 15.8 28.6
27.7 28.3 30.5
14.8 8.5 4.5
COLUMN
TOTAL 213 120 59 398
53-^ 30.2 14.8 100.0
K- 398
.
Chi square 3 11.61664, 12 degrees of freedom, significance
=
.4769
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TABLE 37
CROSS TABULATION CF UNIONIST". IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AKFTRST, BY SCHOOL
CF ^:ciH«TRING FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
RESPONSE TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC . ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1. 5
71 .4
35-7
21.7
GA 2. 4
57.1
26.6
17. *
KAND 3-
CD 4. 3
75-0
21.4
13-0
SD 5* 2
100.0
14.3
COLUMN
TOTAL 1^
60.8
1 1 7
30.4
2 1 7
28.6 30.4
40.0
6.7
2 1 3
66.6 13-0
40.0
8.7
1
17.
2
8.7
5 4 23
21.8 17.4 100.0
1;= 23
198
TABLE 38
CROSS TABULATION' CF UNION IS!'. IS NOT NECr SSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF KASSACHUS- TTS
,
AN.FTRST, FY FOOD AND
NATURAL R~SOURCr S FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
Rr SPCN S~
COL
TOT
PCT
PCT PROF. ASSOC. ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1 . 13 8 25
52.0 32.0 16.0 35-2
3U.2 38.1 33-3
18.3 11.3 5.6
GA 2 . 13 2 1 16
81.2 12.5 22.5
3^.2 9-5
16.3 2.8
NAND 3- 7 5 3 15
U6.7 33-3 20.0 21.5
16 . U 23.8 25.0
9.8 7.0 ^.2
CD k. 3 3 2 8
37.5 37-5 25.0 11-3
7.9 1^.3 16.7
k.2 U .2 2.8
SD 5. 2 3 2 7
29.6 U2.8 29.6 9.9
5.3 1^.3 16.7
- 2.8 U .2 2.8
TOTAL 38 21 12 71
53.5 29.6 16.9 100.0
N = ?l
199
TABLE 19
CROSS TABULATION of unionise is not necessary at
UNIVERSITY OF KASSACHUSFTTS, AKHERST, BY
HEALTH SCIFNCFS FACULTY
RFSFONSr FROF. ASSOC. ASST.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1. 2 1 3
16.6
GA 2. 3 3
16.6
NAND 3- l 2 3
16.6
GD u. 2 2 U
22.2
SD 5. 2 2 1 5
27. e
CCLU!"i
TOTAL b 9 5 16
22.2 50.0 27.8 100.0
N = l8
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TABLE 40
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIS!'. IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UN IVF RS1TY 0? N.ASSACKUSF.TTS, ANXFRST
,
BY
SCHOOL OF PHYSICAL FD’JCAT ION FACULTY
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT PROF. ASSOC . ASST. TOTAL
SA 1. 1 1
GA 2. 1 1
KAND 3. 2 2 U
CD ^ • 1 1
SD 5- 2 2 k
colurji
total ^ 3 ^ 11
u=n
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TABLE 41
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONISM IS NOT NECESSARY AT UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS EY RANK
COUNT
RESPONSE
ROW FCT
COL PCT
TOTAL PCT
RANK
NOT
GIV*N
1.
PROF.
2.
ASSOC.
3-
ASST.
SA 1
.
0 30 21 8
63-3 26.6 10.1
23-3 17.5 13.6
12.6 5-3 2.0
GA 2. 1 42 22 9
1.4 56.8 29.7 12.2
16.7 19.7 18.
3
15.3
• 3 10.6 5.5 2.3
NAND 3- 2 33 18 11
3-1 51 .6 28.1 17.2
33-3 13-5 15.
c
16.6
.3 6.3 4.5 2.8
GD 4. 0 29 25 13
43-3 37.3 19.4
13-6 20.8 22.0
7.3 6.3 3-3
SD 5- 3 59 34 18
COLUMN
TOTAL 6 213 120 . 5?
1.3 53-5 30.2 14 .
8
N E 39e
Chi square® 11 .61664, 12 degrees of freedom, significance"
ROW
TOTAL
79
19*
B
74
18.6
64
16.1
67
16.8
114
396
100.0
.4769
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TABLE 42
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST'. IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF J.1ASSACHUSFTTS BY TENURE STATUS
COUNT
ROW PCT 0 1
COL PCT ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT NOT TENURED TFNURED TOTAL
SA 8 71 78
10.1 89.9 19.8
12.1 21.4
2.0 ' 17.8
GA 2. 9
12.2
13.6
2.3
63 74
87.8 18.6
19-6
16.3
NAKD 3* 13
20.3
19.7
3.3
31 64
79-7 16.1
15-4
12.8
GD 4. 14
20.9
21.2
3-5
53
79.1
16.0
13-3
67
16.6
SD 5* 22
19.3
33-3
5-5
92 114
80.7 28.6
27.7
23.1
CCLUT'N
TOTAL 66
16.6
332 39S
83.4 100.0
N = 396
CM ECuarr-3* 57804, 4 defrees of freedom, sif nifiear.ee- .233^
TABLE 43
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST* IS NOT NECESSARY AT
DIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AT.^~RST, BY AGE
COUNT
ROW PCT
RESPONSE
COL PCT
TCT PCT
UNDER
35 36-55 46-55
OVER
55
ROW-
TOTAL
II
t
Cf
SA 1 . 6
7.5
10.0
1.5
22
27.8
17.1
5-5
20
25-3
16;5
5.0
31
39.2
34.8
7.8
79
19*6
GA 2. 12 28 21 13 74
16.2
20.0
3.0
37.8
21.8
7.0
28.3
17.3
5-2
16.2
14.6
3.2
18.5
NAND 3* 11
17.1
ie.3
2.8
21
32.8
16.4
5-3
19
29-7
15-7
4.8
13
20.3
14.6
3.3
64
16.0
GD 4. 13
19.1
21.6
3-3
20
29*4
15-6
5.0
;
23
‘
33-6
19-0
5.8
' 12
17.6
13-5
3.0
66
17.0
SD 5- 18
15-9
30.0
4.5
37
32.7
28.9
9-3
38
33.6
31.4
9-5
20
17.7
22.5
5.0
113
26.3
CCLUT7N
TOTAL 6o 128 121 89 39E
15-0 32.2 30.4 22.4 100.
C
172 defrees of freedor., 6ifnif icance= .2319
T‘ = 39 S
Chi square s 1^5 *33^59.
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RESPONSE
SA
GA
LAND
CD
SD
N = 3$P
Chi squa
TABLE 44
CROSS TABULATION CF UN IONIS!', IS NOT NECESSARY
AT UNIVERSITY OP MASSACHUSETTS. ACKERS?. BY SEX
COUNT
ROW PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
0 1
VA.LT
ROW
TOTAL
7 72 79
6.9 91.1 19-8
11.5 21.4
1.8 • 16.1
2 .
3-
4.
5.
COLUKN
TOTAL
9 63
12.2 87.8
14.8 19-3
2.3 16.3
13 51
20.3 79.7
21.3 15-1
3-3 12.8
12 55
17.9 82.1
19.7 16.3
3.0 13*8
20 94
17.5 82.5
32.8 27.9
5.0 23.6
61 337
.5-3 64.7
?4
ie.fc
eu
16.1
67
16.
e
11L
28.6
398
100.0
=5.11846, 4 decrees of freedon, significance
3
.2754
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TABLE 46
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST.". IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST. BY GROUP
COUNT
ROW PCT NOT
COL PCT MINORITY ROW
RESPONSE TOT PCT GROUP BLACK HISPANIC OTHER TOTAL
SA 1 . 69 3 1 4 79
87.3 3.8 1.3 5.1 19.8
19.4 33.3 20.0 50.0
17.3 .8 • 3 1.1
GA 2. 70 1 0 3 74
94.6
.
1.4 0 4.1 18.6
19.7 11.1 0 4 l .0
17.6 • 3 0 .8
NAND 3 * 59 1 0 2 64
92.2 1.6 0 3.1 16.1
17.5 22.2 0 33-3
15.6 10.0 0 • 5
GD 4. 62 2 1 ' 2 67
92.5 3.0 1.5 3-0 16.8
16.6 11.1 20.0 50.0
15-6 • 5 • 3 .6
SD 5 . 95 2 3 12 114
830 1.8 2.6 10.6 28.6
26.8 22.2 60.0 33.3
23.9 .5 .8 3.0
COLUMN
TOTAL 355 9 5 29 399
89.2 2.3 1.3 7.2 100.0
N * 398
Chi square= 29.29003, 24 degrees of freedom, significance
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TABLE 46
CROSS TABULATION OF UN IOMSK IS NOT NF.CESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS BY HOUSEHOLD INCOME
COUNT
ROW PCT
R-SFONS^
COL
TOT
PCT
PCT
UND^R
$30,000
o>
C-U)
o
o
o
o
o
o
o
•-* 1 $40,001-
50.000
CVFR
$ 50,000
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1. 24 36 12 7 79
30 . k 45.6 15.2 e.9 19.6
15-** 23-4 20.? 22.6
6.1 9.0 3.0 17.6
GA
NAND
CD
SD
2 .
3-
4.
5 .
COLUr.TJ
TOTAL
2k 35 8 7 74
32.5 47.3 10.8 9-5 18.6
15.** 22.7 13.8 22.6
6.1 8.8 2.0 1.7
26 19 13 6 64
40.6 29.7 20.3 9.4 16.2
16.8 12.3 22.4 19.4
6.5 4.8 30 1.5
26 25 12 2 67
41.8 37.3 17.9 3.0 16.8
16.0 16.2 20.7 6.4
7.0 6.3 3.0 .5
53 39 13 9 114
46. s 34.2 11.4 7.9 28.6
34.2 25.3 22.4 29.0
13-3 9.8 30 2.3
155 154 58 31 398
36.9 38.7 14.6 7.8 100.0
N = 19 8
Chi square* 36.03861 , 32defrees of freedom., significance* .2851
COLLrCTIV?
BARGAINING
IS
PFST
OF
OFTinHS
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TABLE 47
CROSS TABULATION CF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST
OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY FAIR TREATMENT
OF FACULTY - ADMINISTRATION IN WHITMORE
ecu:.’? FAIR TRrATITNT CF FACULTY - ADI 'IN I ST RAT IT.
sa ga na,:d gd sd
vl 1 rli
TCT POT Li Iz 2z !*z Iz.
SA 1. 2 11
2.0 11.0
10.0 9-3
'
• 5 2.8
GA 2. 0 21
0 23.1
0 17.8
0 5.3
LAND 3. 1 16
2.0 31 .4
5.0 13.6
• 3 4.0
GD 4. 2 33
2.3 4i .3
10.0 28.0
• 3 8.3
SD 5- 15 37
19-7 4E.7
75-0 31.4
3.8 9-3
Column
Total 20 lie
5.0 29.6
17 40 30
17.0 40.0 30.0
14.9 41.2 61.2
4.3 10.1 7.5
37 24 9
40.7 26.4 9-9
32.5 24.7 18.4
9-3 6.0 2.3
16 14 4
31.4 14.4 27.5
14.0 14.4 6.2
4.0 3.5 1.0
28 13 4
35.0 16.2 5.0
24.6 13-4 8.2
7.0 3-3 1.0
16 6 2
21.1 7.9 2.6
14.0 6.2 4.1
4.0 1-5 • 5
114 97 4c
26.6 24.4 12.3
N=39e
Chi square = 13f .16551 , 16 defrees of freedom, sipr.ifica:
ROW
TOTAL
100
25.1
91
22.9
31
12.8
60
20.1
76
19.1
398
100.0
\cf> = . 0000
AUVSSLOatJ
10M
‘-I
ULllJOIlJil
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TABLE 63
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONISM IS HOT1 NECESSARY AT UNIVERSITY
OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST
,
EY FAIR TREATMENT 0? FACULTY-
ADKJNJ5Trat in: it;! WHITMORE
COUNT
FAIR TREATMENT OF FACULTY EY AD! IMS7RAT 1CN
RCW PCT SA GA HAND GD SD
COL PCT BOW
»pc7 1 . 2 . 6 . 5. TCTA1
SA 1. 13 35 19 6 6 79
19.0 66.3 26.1 7.6 5*1 19*8
73-0 29-7 16.7 6.2 6.2
3.8 6.8 6.8 1.5 1.0
GA 2. 2 32 25 12 3 76
2.7 63.2 33-6 16.2 6.1 ie.6
10.0 27.1 21.9 12.6 6.1
.5 6.0 6.3 3-0 .6
na::d 3- 1 20 23 11 9 66
1.6 31-3 35-9 17.2 16.1 16.1
5-0 16.9 20.2 11-3 18.6
.3 5.0 5-6 2.6 2.3
CD 6. 0 16 26 26 3 67
0 23-9 35-6 35.6 6.5 16.6
0 13-6 21.1 26.7 6.1
0 6.0 6.0 6.0 .6
SD 3. 2 15 23 66 30 116
1.8 13-2 20.2 36.6 26.3 2e.6
10.0 12.7 20.2 65.6 61.2
.5 3.6 5.6 11.1 7.5
CCIUT'K
TOTAL
20 lie 116 97 69 395
5.0 29.6 26.6 26.6 12.3 100.0
N = 395
Chi square = 121. 56861;, 16 defrees of freedom , sigr.if icance= .COCO
COLL
r
CTIVE
BARGAINING
IS
P^oT
OP
OrTIONS
TABLE 49
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS EEST OF CURRENT
OFT I CN S FCR FACULTY
GRADUATE STUDENTS
BX NY DISCIPLINE IS ATTRACTING FEV.ER
coir.:?
ROW PCT
CCL PCT
TC? FCT
r.y disc: LIKE is ATTRACT It G FEV.ER GRADUATE STUDENTS
SA GA
1.
KAKD GD SD
?• 3* 5*
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1. 21 28 8 25 16 100
21 .0 26.0 e.o 25.0 16.0 25-1
39-6 29.8 15 .* 23.6 29.0
5-3 7.0 2.0 6-3 *.5
GA 2 . 11 31 11 23 16 91
11.0 39.1 12.1 253 17.6 22.9
IP.
9
27.9 21.2 21.9 21.3
2.5 7.8 2.8 5.8 9.0
RAND 3- 9 10 12 17 8 51
7.6 19-6 23.5 33-3 15-7 12.8
7. c 8.8 23-1 16.2 10.7
1.0 20 $.0 **»3 2.0
CD 9
.
6 29 16 20 19 eo
7-5 30.0 10.0 25.0 17-5 20.1
11.3 21.2 30.8 19.0 18.7
1.5 6.0 9.0 5.0 3.5
CT*, 12 20 5 20 19 76
15.6 26.3 6.6 26.3 25.0 19.1
22.6 17.7 9.6 19.0 25.3
3.0 5.0 1.3 5.0 9.8
53 113 52 105 75 396
13.3 26.9 13-1 26.9 16.8 100.0
r:=39e
Chi s quart S 25.7366B, 16 degrees of freedom, signif icance= .0576
UNIONISM
IS
NOT
NECESSARY
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TABLE *0
CF.CSS TABULATION OF UNIONISM IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS BY KY DISCIPLINE IS ATTRACT IN
FEWER GRADUATE STUDENTS
C
COUNT
rcv: PCT
CC1 PCT
*p
pm j ^pp
KY DISCIPLINE IS ATTRACT'INC F-VFR GRADUAL® STUDR.TS
SA
1 .
CA
2.
NAM'D
3.
GD
4.
SD
3 .
sow
? C?AL
SA 1. 10 22 9 19 1? 79
12.7 27.8 11.4 24.1 24.1 19.8
16.9 19-5 17.3 16.1 25-3
2.5 3-3 2.3 4.8 4.6
6 21 14 20 13 74CA 2 .
e.i 26.
4
18.9 27.0 17.6 18.6
11.3 18.6 26.9 19-0 17.3
1-5 3-8 3.8 4.5 2-5
6 15 15 18 10 64
3 • 9 .* 23-4 23.4 28.1 15.6 16.1
11.3 13-3 28.8 17.1 13-3
1.5 3.8 4.8 4.3 2.5
3D 4. 10 22 5 18 12 67m m ?:* IW 16.6
2.5 5.3 1.3 4.5 3.0
SD 5- 21 33 9 30 21 114
18.4 28.9 7-9 26.3 16.4 26.6
39.6 29.2 17-3 28.6 28.0
30 8.3 2.3 7.3 3-3
COLUMN
TOTAL 33 113 52 103 73 395
13.3 28.4 13.1 26.4 18.8 100.
K = 39S
Chi square=l6. 65127, 16 degrees of freedom, signif icar.ce= .2765
at .01 level® .00
Cm.l/~CTIV
r
BARGAINING
IS
IFST
OF
OFT
IONS
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TAELE 51
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST CF CURRENT
OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY TKF LACK OF AVAILAEILITY CF GOOD
GRADUATE STUDENTS IS LIMITING N.Y RFSEARCh AND THE PRACTICE
OF NY SPr CI AI IZATION
COUNT
ROV; ECT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
TH- LACK OF AVilLBILITY OF GOOD GRADUATE STUDENTS
SA
1 .
GA
2.
NAND
3.
GD
4.
SD
5.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1. 18 17 23 20 22 100
ie.o 17.0 23.0 20.0 22.0 23.1
46.2 23 .
4
28.0 20. 4 19.6
* 4.5 **•3 5.8 3.0 5-5
6 16 21 21 26 91GA 2 • 6.6 17.6 23.1 28.6 22.0 22.9
20.5 23.9 23.6 26.5 17.9
2.0 4.0 5-3 6.3 5.0
NAND 3- 3 11 9 16 12 51
5-9 21.6 17.6 31.4 23.5 12 .
e
7.7 16.4 11.0 16.3 10.7
.8 2.8 2.3 4.0 3.0
GD 4. 2 17 18 22 21 80
2.5 21.2 22.3 27 .
3
26.2 20.1
5-1 25-4 22.0 22.4 18.6
• 5 4.3 *.5 5-5 50
SD 5- 8 6 11 14 37 76
10.5 7.9 1^.5 18.4 48.7 19.1
20.5 9.0 13. ^ 14.3 33-0
2.0 1.5 2.8 3-5 9.3
column
total 39 67 82 98 112 398
9-8 16.8 20.6 24.6 28.1 100.'
N = 39B
Chi square-3?. 96021 , 16 degrees of freedom, significance
1
.0013
UNIONISM
IS
MOT
NECESSARY
AT
UNIVERSITY
(T
MASSACHUSETTS
TABLE 52
CROSS TABULATION CF UNIONISM IS NOT NECESSARY AT
UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS BY TH~ LACK OF AVA1LA.E1LITY CF
GOOD GRADUATES STUDENTS IS LIMITING M.Y R- SEARCH AND THE
FRACEICE OF MY SPECIALIZATION
COUNT
RCW PC?
COL PC?
TOT PCT
THE LACK OF AVAILABILITY1 CF GOOD GRADUATE STUD" NTS
SA
1 .
GA
2.
NAND
3.
GD
4.
SD
3.
f.ov;
TOTAL
SA 1. 7 12 12 13 33 79
8-9 13-2 15.2 19.0 41.8 19-8
17.9 17.9 1*4.6 13.3 29.3
i.e 3-0 3.0 3.8 6.3
GA 2. 3 1*4 13 19 23 74
4.1 18.9 20.3 23.7 31.1 18.6
7.7 20.9 18.3 19.4 20.5
.6 3-3 3-8 4.6 3.6
NAND 3* 3 13 20 20 8 64
*4.7 20.3 31.3 31.3 12.5 16.1
7.7 19. *4 2*4.4 20.4 7.1
.8 3-3 5.0 5.0 2.0
GD 4. 8 11 9 22 17 67
11.9 16. *4 13. *4 32.8 25.4 16.
8
20.5 16. *4 11 .0 22.4 13.2
2.0 2.6 2.3 3-3 4.3
SD 5. 16 17 26 22 31 114
15-8 1*4.9 22.6 19.3 27.3 26.6
46.2 25- *4 31.7 22.4 27.7
*+.3 *4.3 6.5 5.3 7.8
COLUMN
TOTAL 39 67 82 98 112 396
9-6 16.8 20.6 24.6 28.1 100.0
I'=3=B
Chi square=32. 95067 , 16 degrees of freedon, sigr.ificance = .CO?3
COLLFCT
IVF
BARGAINING
IS
RF5T
OF
CURRENT
OPTIONS,
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TABLE 53
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST OF CURRENT
OPTION’S FOR FACULTY BY I COULD FIND EK-PLOYl-TU:? WITHIN A
REASCKAEL
INDUSTRY
- PERIOD IK AKC
IF LAID OFF AT
>7r~R ACADE!'1C INSTITUTION
UNIVERSITY OF KASSACHUSET
OF. IN
TS.
COUNT
ROW PCT
CCL PCT
TOT PCT
1 COULD FIND FN.BLCY
SA GA nand
1. 2. 3.
< — • • fT>
GD
k.
SD
5.
ROW
TOTAL
SA 1.‘ 23 28 15 17 17 100
23.0 2e.o 15-0 17.0 17.0 25.1
20.9 22.6 16.3 37.8 ^5-9
5.8 7.0 3-8 ^•3 *».3
GA 2. 19 3^ 16 12 10 91
20.9 37.^ 17.6 13.2 11 .0 22.9
17.3 27 19-5 26.7 27.0
U.B 8.5 i+.O 3.0 2.5
1CAND 3* 13 11 19 3 3 51
29.^ 21.8 37.3 5.9 5-9 12. e
13-6 8.9 23 .2 6.7 8.1
3.8 2.8 i4.e .8 .8
CD U. 23 31 19 5 2 80
26.8 36.7 23-6 6.3 2.5 20.1
20.9 25.0 23-2 11.1 5. 1*
5-6 7.6 u.e 1.3 • 5
SD 5. 31 20 13 8 5 76
39.5 26.3 17.1 10.5 6.6 19.1
27.3 16.1 15.9 17.8 13-5
7.5 5.0 3.3 2.0 1.3
cclUjc: 110 12^4 82 u5 37 398
27 • 6 31.2 20.6 11.3 9.3 100.0
i;=3?r
CNi square=39*06729. 16 degrees of freedom, significance
1
.0011
r.
NOT
NECESSARY
AT
UNIVERSITY
OF
MASSACHUSETTS
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TABLE S4
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONIST; IS NOT NECESSARY AT UNIVERSITY OF
MASSACHUSETTS BY 1 COULD FIND F.KPLOYI3NT WITHIN A RTASCNAELF
PEF.ICD IN ANOTHER ACAIFK1C INSTITUTION CR IN INDUSTRY IF
LAID OFF AT UNIV RSITY or MAS5ACHUS^TTS
COUNT
rov: PCT
COL PCT
TOT PCT
I COULD FIND EI’.FLCYT.T N’T
SD
3.
ROW
TOTAL
SA
1 .
GA
2 .
NAND
3-
CD
4.
SA 1. 33 18 14 9 5 79
41.8 22.8 17.7 11.4 6.3 19-6
30.0 14.3 17.1 20.0 13-5
8.3 4.5 3.3 2.3 1.3
CA 2. 23 22 17 4 3 ?4
37-8 29.7 23.0 5-4 4.1 16.8
25.3 17.7 20.7 8.9 8.1
7.0 5-3 4.3 1.0 .8
NAND 3* 15 19 18 7 5 64
23.4 29.7 28.1 10.9 7.6 16.1
13-6 15.3 22.0 15-6 13.3
3.6 4.8 4.3 1.8 1-3
CD 4. 12 29 13 6 3 67
17-9 43.3 22.4 9-0 7-3 16.8
10.9 23-4 16.3 13-3 13-5
3.0 7.3 3.8 1.3 1.3
SD 5. 22 36 18 19 19 114
19.3 31.6 15-8 16.7 16.7 28.6
20.0 29-0 22.0 42.2 51.4
3.3 9.0 4.5 4.E 4.6
column 110 124 82 45 37 356TOTAL
27.6 31.2 20.6 11-3 9.3 100.0
V)
N*3?e
Chi Bquare=3&. 27215, 16 decrees of freedom. significance
3
.0014
1401
U0
JO
-
ISad
£1
0,*I.‘*IV0aVd
aAUOuTIOO
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TABLE 55
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS BEST
OF CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY EY LOCUS OF DECISION-
MAKING HAS CHANGED AWAY FRO!.'. THE FACULTY AND TOWARD
THE PRESCDENT’S OFFICE ir: EOSTON
rov;
TOTAL
COUNT
ROW PCT
CCL FCT
TCT 'FCT
1CCUS CF IF C3 SI O’ -T'AKI-G HAS CHANGED
SD
c
m
SA
1 .
CA
2.
land
3 .
CD
1*.
SA 1. 3? 33 20 7 1 IOC
39.0 33.0 20.0 7.0 1 . 0 25.1
5^.2 27-5 15-9 11.1 5 . 9
9-B 8.3 5-0 1.8 . 3
GA 2. 12 30 38 10 1 91
13.2 33-0 1*1.6 11.0 1 . 1 22.9
16.7 25.0 30.2 15.9 5 . 9
3.0 7*5 9.5 2.5 . 3
LAND 3. 7 16 23 5 c 51
13-7 31- ^ 5.1 9-e 0 12.6
9.7 13-3 18.3 7.9 0
1.6 1*.0 5.8 1.3 0
CD fc. e 26 21* 19 1
10.0 35-0 30.0 23.8 1 . 2 80
n.i 230 19-0 30.2 5- 9 20.1
; 2.0 7.0 6.0 l* . 8 . 3
SD 5. 6 13 21 22 11* 76
7-9 17.1 27.6 28.9 I 8 . 1* 19.1
8.3 10.8 16.7 3^-9 82.1*
1-5 3-3 50 5.5 3.5
coiur; 72 120 126 63 17 398
TOTAL 18.1 30.2 31-7 15-8 ^•3 100.0
N = 3 (55
Chi Square = 112 . 23^12 . 16 dperees of fre e dor., Eifr.ificance= .uuuu
CPI.LFCT
IVF,
BARGAINING
15
IF
ST
OF
OPTIONS
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TABLE 56
CROSS TABULATION OF COLLECTIVE BARGAINING IS
BEST 0? CURRENT OPTIONS FOR FACULTY BY LOCUS
OF DECISION-MAKING HAS CHANGED AWAY PROM THE
FACULTY AND TOWARD STATE LEGISLATURE IN BOSTON
COUNT
ROW PC?
COL FCT
TCT FCT
LCCUS OF IF Cl SICK' -FAKING HAS CHANGED- lr :• I SLAT Ur.r
P.CW
TOTAL
SA
1 .
GA
2.
NAND
3.
GD
4.
SD
5 .
SA 1. 4l 36 15 6 2 100
4l .0 36.0 15.0 6.0 2.0 25.1
42.7 23.7 16.9 12. E 14.3
10.3 9.0 3 .e 1-5 •5
GA 2. 23 42 16 7 1 91
230 46.2 19 .
6
7.7 1.1 22.9
24.0 27.6 20.2 l4.o 7.1
5-6 10.6 4.5 1.6 O
NAND 3. 11 17 16 6 0 51
19-6 330 350 11.6 0 12.5
10.4 11.2 20.2 12.6 0
2.5 4.3 ^.5 1.5 0
GD *4. 13 36 20 11 0 6C
16.2 43.0 25.0 13.7 0 20.1
13-5 23.7 22.5 23.4 0
30 9.0 5.0 2 . B 0
SD 5. 9 21 ie 17 11 76
11.6 27.6 23.7 22.4 14.5 19.1
9.4 13-6 20.2 36.2 78.6
2.3 50 4.5 40 2.8
CCLUNK
TOTAL 93 152 69 47 14 396
24.1 36.2 22.4 COHri 30
N = 39S
Chi SquE re=75- 36249 , 16 decree s of freedoTi., sipnificance= .0000
UNIONISM
13
NOT
frC
r
S5ARY
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TAELE 57
U!: 3 ON ISM IS NOT NECESSARY AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS JY
LOCUS OF IFCI S3 ON -MAKING HAS CHANGED AWAY FROM FACULTY AND
TOWARD THT FRESIDEN’T •S OFFICE IK EOSTCK
count
ROW PCT"
COL PCT
TOT PCT
LOCUS; SF DE C I S I ON -EAK IKG
SD
5.
ROW
T 0TA1
SA
3 .
GA
2 .
HAND
3.
GD
I4
.
SA 1. 10 16 23 20 10 79
12.7 20.3 29.1 25.3 12.7 19.8
13-9 13-3 18.3 31.7 58.8
2.5 u.o 5.8 5.0 2.5
GA 2. 5 23 2k 21 1 Ik
6.6 31.1 32.14 26.14 1.4 18.6
6.9 19-2 19.0 33-3 5-9
1.3 5.8 6.0 3-3 • 3
HAND 3. 10 21 25 7 1 614
15.6 32.8 39.1 10.9 1.6 16.1
13-9 17.5 19-8 11.1 5-9
2.5 5-3 6.3 l.B • 3
GD k. 3 23 2 ? 7 2 67
11.9 3^-3 140.3 10 . 14 3.0 16.
8
11.1 19-2 21 .14 11.1 11.6
2.0 5.8 6.8 1.8 .3
SD 5- 39 37 27 8 3 lli4
314.2 32.5 23.7 7.0 2.6 26.6
5 I4.2 30.8 21 .14 12.7 17.6
9.8 9-3 6.8 2.0 .8
COLUMN
TOTAL
72 120 126 63 17 398
16.1 30.2 31.7 15-8 ^•3 10C.0
N e 3?e
Chi square = 69 .21775, decrees of freedon-; i 16 , signif icar>ce = .0000
UNIONISM
IS
HOT
NECESSARY
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TABLE 38
CROSS TABULATION OF UNIONISM. IS MOT NECESSARY
AT UNIVERSITY OF MASSACHUSETTS, AMHERST, BY
LOCUS OF DECISION-MAKING HAS CHANGED AWAY FROM
FACULTY AND TOWARD THE STATE LEGISLATURE IN BOSTON
COUNT LOCUS OF DECISION -MAKING HAS CHANGFD- L~G1SLATUR-.
ROW FCT
CC'L FCT SA GA NAHD GD SD ROW
TOT FCT 1 . 2 . 3. 4. 5. TOTAL
SA 1 . 11 26 18 17 7 7913-9 32.9 22.8 21.5 6.9 19.6
11.5 17.1 20.
2
36.2 50.0
2.8 6.3 it.
5
4.3 1.8
-A OOn t • 11 31 19 15 0 74
1^.
?
41.9 23.0 20.3 0 16.6
11.5 20.4 19-1 31.9 0
2.8 7.6 it.
3
3-6 0
NAND 3- 13 25 19 3 2 64
23.it 39.1 29.7 4.7 3-1 16.1
15.6 16.4 21.3 6.4 14-3
3.8 6.3 4.8 .6 • 5
CD 4. 13 30 16 7 1 67
19.it 44.6 23.9 10.4 1.5 16.8
13*5 19.7 16.0 14.9 7.1
3-3 7.5 4.0 1.8 • 3
SD 5- 46 40 19 5 4 114
40.4 35-1 16.7 4.4 3.5 26.6
47.9 26.3 21.3 10.6 26.6
11.6 10.1 4.6 1.3 1.0
Column
Total 95 152 89 47 14 398
24.1 3e.2 22.4 11.
B
3-5
N = 35P
Chi square= 53 . 0 Bi* 6^ , 16 deprees of freedom, sif.nif icance= .0000


